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The proceedings of the second part of the fortieth ordinary session of the Assembly of WEU
comprise two vOlumes:
Volume III: Assembly documents.
Volume IV: Orders of the day and minutes of proceedings, official report of debates, general
index.
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LIST OF REPRESENTATIVES BY COUNTRY
BELGIUM
Representatives
MM. BIEFNOTYvon
KELCHTERMANS Lambert
KEMPINAIREAndT6
Van der MAELEN Dtuk
PECRIAUX Nestor
SARENS Freddy
SEEUWS Willy
Substitutes
MM. De DECKER Armand
GHESQUIERE Ferdinand
LAVERGE Jacques
MONFILS Philippe-J.F.
OTTENBOURGHYvan
THISSEN Ren6
WINTGENS Pierre
FRANCE
Representatives
MM. ALLONCLE Michel
BAUMEL Jacques
BIRRAUX Claude
BOUCI{ERON Jean-Michel
COLOMBIER Georges
COWEINI{ES Ren6
DUMONTJean
GALLEY Robert
GEOFFROY Aloys
GOUTEYRON Adrien
JACQUAT Denis
JEAMBRUN Pierre
JUNG Louis
KASPEREIT Gabriel
MASSERET Jean-Piene
SCHREINER Bemard
SEITLINGER Jean
VALLEIX Jean
Substitutes
MM. BONREPAUX Augustin
BRANGER Jean-Guy
BRIANE Jean
CROZE Pierre
DANIEL Christian
DECAGNY Jean-Claude
DENIAU Xavier
Mrs. DURRIEU Josette
MM. EHRMANN Charles
HUNAUUI Michel
LE GRAND Jean-Frangois
LE JEUNE Edouard
de LIPKOWSKI Jean
MASSON Jean-louis
MIGNON Jean-Claude
PROPRIOL Jean
ROGER Jean
VINQON Serge
GERMANY
Representatives
Mr. ANTRETTER Robert
Mrs. BLUNCK Lieselott
Mr. BOHM wilfried
PS
CVP
VLD
SP
PS
CVP
SP
PRL
CVP
PVV
PRL
CVP
PSC
PSC
SPD
CDU/CSU
SPD
FDP
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
SPD
CDU/CSU
SPD
SPD
CDU/CSU
FDP
SPD
FDP
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
SPD
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
CDU/CSU
SPD
CDU/CSU
SPD
CDU/CSU
SPD
SPD
SPD
FDP
CDU/CSU
RPR
RPR
CDS
Socialist
UDF
RPR
Ind. Rep.
RPR
UDF
RPR
UDF
Dem. trft
UCDP
RPR
Socialist
RPR
UDF-CDS
RPR
Socialist
TIDF
UDF
Ind. Rep.
RPR
UDF
RPR
Socialist
UDF
RPR
RPR
UCDP
RPR
RPR
RPR
I.]DF
RDE
RPR
MM. BUCHLERHanS
BUHLER Klaus
HOLIZUwe
IRMER Ulrich
KITTELMANN Peter
MEYER zu BENTRLIP Reinhard
ui-lt len Giinther
REDDEMANN Gerhard
von SCHMUDE Michael
SOELL Hartmut
SPRUNG Rudolf
STEINER Heinz-Alfred
Mrs. TERBORG Margitta
MM. VOGEL Friedrich
WOLFGRAMM Torsten
Substitutes
MM. BINDIG Rudolf
FELDMANNOIaf
Mrs. FISCHER Leni
MM. JLTNGHANNS Ulrich
LENZER Christian
Mrs. LUCYGA Christine
MM. LUMMER Heinrich
MAASS Erich
MARTEN Gtinter
Mrs. MASCFIER Ulrike
MM. MICHELS Meinolf
PFUHL Albert
PROBST Albert
REMANN Manfred
SCHEER Hermann
SCHLUCKEBIER Giinter
Mrs. von TEICHMAN Comelia
Mr. ZIERER Benno
SPD
SPD
CDU/CSU
ITALY
Reprmentatives
MM. ARATA Paolo
BENVENUTI Roberto
BIANCHI Vincenzo
BRUGGER Siegfried
DIONISI Angelo
FASSINO Piero
LA LOGGIA Enrico
LA RUSSA Vincenzo
LATROMCOFede
MATTINA Vincenzo
MITOLO Pietro
PARISI Francesco
PETRUCCIOLI Claudio
POZZOCesaT
SALVI Cesare
SELVA Gustavo
SERRA Enrico
TABLADINI Francesco
Substitutes
MM. CARCARINO Antonio
COVIELLO Romualdo
DEL GALJDIO Michele
DOLAZZAMassimo
FRONZUTI Giuseppe
Mrs. GAIOTTI de BIASE Paola
MM. GHIGOEnzo
LAURICELLA Angelo
LORENZI Luciano
MAZZONEAntonio
Forza Italia
PDS
Forza Italia
Pact for Italy
Rif-Com.-hogr.
Progr. Alliance
Forza Italia
Chr. Dem. Centre
Northern League
Progr. Alliance
AN.MSI
Ialian Popular Party
Progr. Alliance
AN-MSI
Progr. Alliance
AN-MSI
Northern League
Northern League
Rif. Com.-hogr.
Italian Popular Party
Progr. Alliance
Northem League
Chr. Dem. Centre
hogr. Alliance
Forza Italia
Progr. Alliance
Northem League
AN-MSI
LIST OF REPRESENIATIVES
Mrs.
Mr.
Mrs.
LUXEMBOURG
Representatives
Mrs. ERR Lydie Soc. Workers
Mr. GOERENS Charles Dem.
Mrs. LENTZ-CORNETTE Marcelle Soc. Chr.
Mrs. MELANDRI Giovanna
Mrs. PRESTIGIACOMO Stefania
Mr. RAGNO Salvatore
Mrs. RIVELLI Nicola
MM. RODEGHIERO Flavio
SCAGLIOSO Cosimo
Mrs. SCOPELLITI Francesca
Mr. SOLDANI Mario
Substitutes
Mrs. BRASSEUR Anne
MM. REGENWETTERJean
THEIS Alphonse
NETIIERLANDS
Representatives
BAARVELD-SCHLAMAN
Elisabeth
DEES Dick
GELDERBLOM-LANKHOUT
Hanneke
MM. van der LINDEN Ren6
VERBEEK Jan Willem
WOLIJER Eisso
ZULSTRA Rinse
Substitutes
MM. BLAALIW Jan Dirk
van den BOS Bob
EVERSDUK Huib
LEERS Gerd
Mrs. van NIELIWENHOVEN Jeltje
Mrs. SOUTENDIJK van
APPELDOORN Marian
Mrs. VERSPAGET Josephine
PORTUGAL
Representatives
MM. AMARALFernando
BRITO Raul Fernando
CANDAL Carlos
FERNANDES MARQUES
Joaquim
MACHETE Rui Manuel
PINTO Carlos
ROSETA Pedro
Substitutes
Mrs. AGUIAR Maria Manuela
MM. ALEGREManuel
CURTO Abilio Aleixo
MARTINS Alberto de Sousa
POCAS SANTOS JoSo Alvaro
REIS LEITE Jos€ Guilherme
RODRIGUES Miguel Urbano
SPAIN
Representatives
MM. ALVAREZ Francisco People's Party
CUCO Alfons Socialist
HOMS I FERRET Francesc C.i.U.
LOPEZHENARES Josd Luis People's Pany
L6PEZ VALDIVIELSoSantiago People's Party
MARIINEZ Miguel Angel Socialist
PUCHE RODRIGUEZ Gabino People's Party
de PUIG Lluis Maria Socialist
ROMAN Rafael Socialist
SAINZ GARCIA Jos6 Luis People's Party
SOLE TURA Jordi Socialist
VAZQUEZ Narcis United Left
Substitutes
MM. BOLINAGA Imanol Basque Nat.
BORDERAS Augusto Socialist
CABALLERO Abel Socialist
GRAU I BULDU Pere C.i.U.
Mrs. GUIRADO Ana Socialist
Mrs. MORENO Carmen Socialist
MM. OLARTE Lorenzo C. Canarien
PALACIOS Marcelo Socialist
RAMIREZ PERI Carlos People's Party
ROBLES FRAGA Jos6 People's Party
ROBLES OROZCO Gonzalo People's Party
Mrs. SANCHEZ DE MIGUEL Ana Socialist
hogr. Alliance
Forza Italia
AN-MSI
AN-MSI
Northern League
Progr. Alliance
Forza Italia
Pact for Italy
Dem.
Soc. Workers
Soc. Chr.
Labour
VVD
D66
CDA
vvD
Labour
CDA
UNITEDKINGDOM
Representatives
ATKINSON David
BANKS Tony
COX Thomas
Anthony DURANT
Peggy FENNER
FINSBERG
HARDY Peter
John HUNT
Russell JOHNSTON
KIRKHILL
LITHERLAND Robert
NEWALL
RATHBONETim
REDMOND Martin
Dudley SMITH
Keith SPEED
Donald THOMPSON
THOMPSON John
VVD
D66
CDA
CDA
Labour
CDA
Labour
MM.
Sir
Dame
Lord
Mr.
Sir
Sir
Lord
Mr.
Lord
MM.
Sir
Sir
Sir
Mr.
Conservative
Labour
Labour
Conservative
Conservative
Conservative
Labour
Conservative
SLD
Labour
Labour
Conservative
Conservative
Labour
Conservative
Conservative
Conservative
Labour
Soc. Dem.
Socialist
Socialist
Soc. Dem.
Soc. Dem.
Soc. Dem.
Soc. Dem.
Soc. Dem.
Socialist
Socialist
Socialist
Soc. Dem.
Soc. Dem.
PCP
Substitutes
Mr. ALEXANDER Richard Conservative
Sir Andrew BOWDEN Conservative
MM. CUMMINGS John Labour
CUNLIFFE Lawrence Labour
DAVIS Terry Labour
DICKS Terry Conservative
Earl ofDUNDEE Conservative
Mr. DLJNNACHIE Jimmy Labour
Sir Peter FRY Conservative
Dr. GODMAN Norman Labour
Baroness GOULD of POTTERNEWTON Labour
Baroness HOOPER Conservative
MM. HOWELL Ralph Conservative
HUGHES Roy Labour
Lord MACKIEofBENSHIE SLD
Mr. MARSHALL Jim Labour
Sir Irvine PATNICK Conservative
Mr. TOWNEND John Conservative
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
SEVENTH SITTING
Monday, 28th November 1994
ORDERS OF TIIE DAY
3.
4.
5.
1. Opening of the second part of the fortieth
sessron.
2. Examination of credentials.
ordinary
Address by Mr. Valleix, Vice-President of the Assembly.
Election of three Vice-Presidents of the Assembly.
Adoption of the draft order of business for the second part
of the fortieth ordinary session (Doc. 1427).
1. Resumption of the session
The President declared the fortieth ordinary
session of the Assembly resumed.
2. Attendance register
The names of the representatives and substitutes
who signed the register of attendance are given in
Appendix L
3. Adoption of the minutes
The minutes of proceedings of the previous
sitting were agreed to.
4. Examination of credentials
In accordance with Rule 6 (1) of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly took note of the letters
from the President of the Parliamentary Assembly
of the Council of Europe informing the Assembly
that the credentials of the representatives and sub-
stitutes listed in Notice No. 7 had been ratified by
that Assembly.
5. Obsemers
The President welcomed the permanent delega-
tions of parliamentary observers.
He welcomed the observers from Austria, Den-
mark, Finland, Ireland, Iceland, Kazakhstan,
Malta, the Russian Federation, Slovenia, Sweden
and Ukraine.
6. Address by Mr. Cutileiro, Secretary-General of WEU.
7. Amendments to the Charter and Rules of Procedure of the
Assembly in view of the creation of a status of associate
member (Vote on the drafi decision in the report of
the Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges,
Doc. 1416).
E. A European security plicy (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Political Committee, Doc. 1439 and
amendments).
. 6. Address by Mr. Valleix, We-President
of the Assembly
Mr. Valleix, Vice-President of the Assembly,
addressed the Assembly.
7. Electi.on of three We-Presidents
of the Assembly
Three candidates were proposed for three posts
of Vice-President, namely, Mrs. Err, Mr. Fassino
and Mr. Martinez.
The Assembly decided unanimously not to have
a secret ballot but to elect the Vice-Presidents by
acclamation.
Mr. Martinez, Mrs. Err and Mr. Fassino were
elected Vice-Presidents by acclamation.
8. Changes in the membership of committees
In accordance with Rule 40 (6) of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the following
changes in the membership of committees:
Standing Committee
Belgium
- 
tvlr. Kempinaire as a titular member;
Spain
- 
MM. Cuco, Homs I Ferret et Puche Rodri-
guez as titular members;
- 
MM. Borderas, Robles Fraga and Vazquez as
alternate members;
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
The sitting was opened at j p.m. with Mr Valleix, Vce-President of the Assembly, in the Chnin
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United Kingdom
- 
Sir Keith Speed as a titular member.
Political Committee
Netherlands
- 
Mr. Zijlstra as a titular member;
United Kingdom
- 
Sir Keith Speed as a titular member;
- 
Sir Peter Fry as an alternate member.
Committee on Budgetary Affairs
and Administration
Netherlands
- 
Mr. Zijlstra as an alternate member.
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges
Netherlands
- 
Mr. Zijlstra as a titular member;
United Kingdom
- 
Sir lrvine Patnick as a titular member.
9. Adoption of the draft order of husiness for
the second part of the fortieth ord,inary session
(Doc. 1427)
The President proposed the adoption ofthe draft
order of business for the second part of the
session.
Speaker : Mr. Rodrigues.
The draft order of business for the second part
of the session was adopted.
10. The situation in Bihac
(Motionfor a recommendation wilh a requesttor
argent procedure, Doc. 1446)
The President announced that Mr. De Decker,
on behalf of the Liberal Group, had tabled a
motion for a recommendation with a request for
urgent procedure.
In accordance with Rule 44 (2) of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly decided to examine this
request for urgent procedure after the vote on the
draft decision on amendments to the Charter and
Rules of Procedure of the Assembly in view of the
creation of a status of associate member.
11. Address by Mn Cutileiro, Secretary-General
of WEU
Mr. Cutileiro, Secretary-General of WEU,
addressed the Assembly.
Mr. Cutileiro answered questions put by Mr.
P6criaux, [,ord Mackie of Benshie, MM. Roseta,
L6pez Henares, De Decker, Martinez and Rodri-
gues.
12. Amendments to the Charter and Rules
of Procedure of the Assembly in view
of the creation of a status of associate member
(Vote on the d,rafi decision in the report
of the Comminee on Rulcs of Procedure and Privilcges,
Doc. 1416)
Speakers: The President, Lord Finsberg (point
of order).
Mr. Lafonico, in accordance with Rule 32 (1)
(d) of the Rules of Procedure, proposed that the
report be referred back to the committee.
Lord Finsberg, Rapporteur, opposed the motion.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the refer-
ence back to the committee.
The motion for reference back was disagreed to.
The Assembly proceeded to vote by roll-call on
the draft decision.
The draft decision was not agreed to, in the
absence of an absolute majority of 55 (see Appen-
dix II) by 33 votes to 1l with 4 abstentions;
14 representatives who had signed the register of
attendance did not take part in the vote.
Ii. The situation in Bihac
(Motion for a recommendation with a request tor
urgent procedure, Doc. 1446)
In accordance with Rule 44 (3) of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly proceeded to consider
the request for urgent procedure on the motion for
a recofllmendation on the situation in Bihac.
Speakers: MM. De Decker, de Puig (Chairman
of t he P o lit ic al C o mmit t e e ), Martinez (V c e - P re s i -
dent of the Assembly), de Puig and Blaauw (point
of order).
The request for urgent procedure was agreed to.
Speakers: Mr. Rodrigues (explanation of vote)
and Lord Mackie of Benshie (point of order).
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The debate would take place on Wednesday,
30th November, as the first item of business.
14. A European securily policy
(Presentation of and debale on the report of the
Polilioal Committee, Doc. 1439 and amendments)
The report of the Political Committee was pre-
sented by Mr. Soell, Rapporteur.
The debate was opened.
Spealurs: MM. Rodrigues, Bianchi and Blaauw.
Mr Martinez, Vice-President of the Assembly,
took the Chain
Speakers: MM. Antretter, Pastusiak (Observer
from Poland), Fassino, Lord Finsberg, MM.
Pahor (Observer from Slovenia) and Roseta.
The debate was adjourned.
15. Date, time and. orderc of the day
of the next sifring
The orders of the day for the next sitting were
agreed to.
The next sitting was fixed for Tuesday, 29th
November 1994, at 10 a.m.
The sitting was closed at 6 p.m.
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APPENDXI SEVENTH SMTING
APPENDIX I
Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance ':
Belgium
MM. Ghesquib re (Biefnot)
Kelchtermans
De Decker
(Van der Maelen)
P6criaux
Sarens
Seeuws
France
MM. Mignon (Couveinhes)
de Lipkowski (Galley)
Masseret
Valleix
Germany
Mr. Anffetter
Mrs Fischer (Btihm)
Mrs. Lucyga (Biichler)
MM. Biihler
Reimann (Holtz)
Feldmann (Irmer)
Miiller
Marten (von Schmude)
Soell
Sprung
Steiner
Mrs. Terborg
MM. Vogel
Wolfgramm
Belgium
Mr. Kempinaire
France
MM. Alloncle
Baumel
Birraux
Boucheron
Colombier
Dumont
Geoffroy
Gouteyron
Jacquat
Jeambrun
Jung
Kaspereit
Italy
MM. Arata
Benvenuti
Bianchi
Fassino
Latronico
Mitolo
Parisi
Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase (Salvi)
MM. Ragno (Selva)
Ro de ghie ro (Tabladini)
Luxembourg
Mr. Re genwetter (Mrs. En)
Mrs. Brasseur (Goerens)
Mr. Theis (lvlrs. Lrntz-Cornette)
Netherlands
Baarveld-Schlaman
Dees
Gelderblom-Lankhout
van der Linden
Verbeek
Blaauw (Woltjer)
Zijlstra
Portugal
MM. Reis Leite (Amaral)
Brito
Rodrigues (Candal)
Aguiar (Machete)
MM. Pogas Santos (Pinto)
Roseta
Spain
MM. Ramirez P eri (Alvarez)
Cuco
Mrs. Guirada (Homs I Fenet)
MM. L6pez Henares
Martinez
Puche Rodriguez
de Puig
Roman
Sainz Garcia
Mrs. Moreno (Sole Tirra)
Mr. Bordera,s (Vazquez)
United Kingdom
Marshall (Banks)
Gould of Potternewton
(Cox)
Dundee
(Sir Anthony Durant)
Hooper
(Dame Peggy Fenner)
Finsberg
Mackie of Benshie
(Sir Russell Johnston)
Lord Kirkhill
Lord Newall
Portugal
Mr. Fernandes Marques
Spain
Mr. L6pez Valdivielso
United Kingdom
Atkinson
Hardy
John Hunt
Litherland
Rathbone
Redmond
Dudley Smith
Keith Speed
Donald Thompson
Thompson
Mrs.
Mr.
Lady
Lord
Lady
Lord
Lord
Mrs.
Mr.
Mrs.
MM.
MM.
Sir
MM.
Sir
Sir
Sir
Mr.
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
MM. Schreiner
Seitlinger
Germany
Mrs. Blunck
MM. Kittelmann
Meyer zu Bentrup
Reddemann
Italy
MM. Brugger
Dionisi
La Loggia
La Russa
Mattina
Petruccioli
Pozzo
Serra
l. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in brackets.
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APPENDIX II
Vote No. 1 by roll-call on the draft decision on the revision of the Charter and Rules of Procedure of
the Assembly with a view to the creation of a status of associate member' :
Ayes
Noes
Abstentions
33
11
4
MM. Ramirez Peri (Alvarez)
Arata
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman
Mr. Bianchi
Mrs. Fischer (Bdhm)
Mrs. Lucyga (Biichler)
Mr. Biihler
Lady Gould of Potternewton
(Cox)
Lady Hooper
(Dame Peggy Fenner)
Lord Finsberg
Mrs. Brasserr (Goerens)
Ayes
MM. Reimann (Holtz)
Feldmann (Irmer)
Lord Mackie of Benshie
(Sir Russell Johnston)
MM. Kelchtermans
Theis
(Mrs. Lentz-Cornette)
Mrs. Aguiar (Machete)
NINI. De Declaer(Van der Maelen)
Mtiller
Lord Newall
MM. Pogas Santos (Pinto)
Roseta
Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase (Salvi)
MM. Sarens
Soell
Sprung
Steiner
Ro de ghie ro (Tabladini)
Mrs. Terborg
MM. Borderas (Yazquez)
Verbeek
Blaauw (Woltjer)
Zijlsfta
Noes
MM. Benvenuti
Brito
Rodrigues (Candal)
Cuco
Mrs. Guirado
(Homs I Fenet)
MM. Maninez
Masseret
P6criaux
de Puig
Seeuws
Ragno (Selva)
Abstentions
MM. Antretter
Latronico
I-opez Henares
Mitolo
l. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in brackets.
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EIGHTH SITTING
Ihesday 2fth November 1994
ORDERS OF TIIE DAY
1. Address by Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assem-
blv.
2. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council (Presentation of
the first part of the fortieth annual report of the Council,
Doc. 1433); Address by Mr. van Mierlo, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office of
the Council.
1. Attendance register
The names of the representatives and substitutes
who signed the register of attendance are given in
the appendix.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The minutes of the proceedings of the previous
sitting were agreed to.
3. Changes in the membership of committees
In accordance with Rule 40 (6) of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the following
changes in the membership of committees propo-
sed by the Italian Delegation:
Political Committee
- 
Mr. Pozzo as a titular member in place of
Mr. Selva.
Te chnolo gic al and Ae ro sp ac e C ommitte e
- 
Mr. Mitolo as a titular member in place of Mr.
Pozzo.
C ommitt e e fo r P arliamentary
and Public Relations
- 
Mr. Selva as a titular member in place of Mr.
Mitolo.
3. A European defence policy (Presentation ofthe report of
the Defence Committee,Doc. 14.y',5 and amendmenls).
4. A_Etropean security policy; A European defence policy(Joint debate on the reports of the Political Commiude
and of the Defence Committee, Docs. 1439 and amend-
ments and 1445 and amendments).
5. Address by Mr. Kucan, President of Slovenia.
4. Address by Sir Dudley Smith,
President of the Assembly
The President addressed the Assembly.
5. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council
(Presentation of the fvst part of the lortieth
annual report ofthe Council Doc. 1433)
Address by Mr. van Mierlo,
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands,
Chairman-in-Office of the Council
Mr. van Mierlo, Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun-
cil, addressed the Assembly.
Mr. van Mierlo answered questions put by
MM. de Puig, Davis and Valleix.
Speakers (points of order): Lord Finsberg and
Mr. Baumel.
6. A European defence policy
(Presentution of the report of the Defence Committee,
Doc. 1445 and amendments)
The report of the Defence Committee was pre-
sented by Mr.Baumel, Rapporteur.
7. A European security policy
A European defence policy
Uoint debae on the reports of the Political Committee and
of the Defence Commifree, Docs. 1439 and amendments
and 1445 and amendments)
The joint debate was opened.
Speaker: Mr. Martinez.
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
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Mr Valleix, Vce-President of the Assembly, took
the Chair
Speakers : MM. Buteiko ( Observer from Ukraine )
and van der Linden.
Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chair.
The joint debate was adjourned.
8. Address by Mn Kucan, President of Slovenia
Mr. Kucan, President of Slovenia, addressed the
Assembly.
Mr. Kucan answered questions put by MM.
Magginas (Observer from Greece), Antretter,
Lord Mackie of Benshie, MM. Fassino, Roman,
Jeszenszky (Observerfrom Hungary) and Mitolo.
9. Date, time and orderc of the day
of the nert silfing
The orders of the day for the next sitting were
agreed to.
The next sitting was fixed for the same day at
3 p.m.
The sitting was closed at I p.m.
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APPENDIX
Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance r:
Belgium
MM. Kelchtermans
Kempinaire
De Decker (Yan der Maelen)
P6criaux
Sarens
France
MM. Baumel
Galley
de Lipkow ski (Gouteyron)
Masseret
Valleix
Germany
Mr. Antretter
Mrs. Blunck
Mr. Bdhm
Mrs. Lucyga (Btichler)
MM. Pfuhl(Biihler)
Holtz
Feldmann (Irmer)
J un ghann s (Kittelmann)
Meyer zu Bentrup
Miiller
Reddemann
Marten (von Schmude)
Soell
Sprung
Steiner
Mrs. Terborg
MM. Vogel
Wolfgramm
Italy
MM. Arata
Benvenuti
Bianchi
Fassino
Latronico
Mitolo
Parisi
Petruccioli
Ragno (Pozzo)
Rode ghi e ro (Tabladini)
MM. Pogas Santos (Pinto)
Roseta
Luxembourg
Mr. Regenwetter (Mrs. Err)
Mrs. Brassezr (Goerens)
Mr. Theis Mrs.
(Mrs. Lentz-Cornette) Mr.
Netherlands
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman
Mr. Dees
Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout
MM. van der Linden
Verbeek
Blaauw (Woltjer)
Zijlstra
Portugal
MNI. Curto (Amaral)
Brito
Rodrigues (Candal)
Mrs Aguiar
(Fernandes Marques)
Spain
MM. Ramirez Peri (Alvarez)
Cuco
Grau I Buldu
L6pez Henares
Robles Orozco
(L6pez Valdivielso)
Martinez
Puche Rodriguez
de Puig
Roman
Sainz Garcia
Moreno (Sole Tura)
Borderas (Yazquez)
United Kingdom
Cox
Hooper
(Dame Peggy Fenner)
Finsberg
Hardy
Mackie of Benshie
(Sir Russell Johnston)
Kirkhill
Gould of Potternewton
(Litherland)
Newall
Rathbone
Davis (Redmond)
Dudley Smith
Mr.
Lady
Lord
Mr.
Lord
Lord
Lady
Lord
MM.
Sir
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
Belgium
MM. Biefnot
Seeuws
France
MM. Alloncle
Birraux
Boucheron
Colombier
Couveinhes
Dumont
Geoffroy
Jacquat
Jeambrun
MM. Jung
Kaspereit
Schreiner
Seitlinger
Italy
MM. Brugger
Dionisi
La Loggia
La Russa
Mattina
Salvi
. Selva
Serra
Portugal
Mr. Machete
United Kingdom
MM. Atkinson
Banks
Sir Anthony Durant
Sir John Hunt
Sir Keith Speed
Sir Donald Thompson
Mr. Thompson
1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in brackets.
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NINTH SITTING
Ihesday 29th November 1994
ORDERS OF THE DAY
l.
,
Address by Mr. Iliescu, President of Romania.
A European security policy; A European defence policy
(Resumed joint debate on the reports of the Political Com-
mittee and of the Defence Committee and votes on the
drafi recommendations and draft order,Docs.1439 and
amendments and 1445 and amendments).
The future of the WEU Satellite Centre in Tonejdn (Pre-
sentation ofand debate on the repon ofthe Technological
and Aerospace Committee and vote on the drafi recom-
mendation, Doc. 1437).
Draft budget of the administrative expenditure of the
Assembly for the f,nancial year 1995 (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the draft budget,
Doc.1429).
5. Evolution of the Assembly's logistical requirements to
take account of enlargement (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and
Administration and vote on the drafi recommendation,
Doc. 1438).
6. Draft supplementary budget of the administrative expen-
diture of the Assembly for the financial year 1995 (Pre-
sentation of anl debate on the report of the Committee on
Budgetary Affairs and Administation and vote on the
draft supplementary budget, Doc. l44l).
7. Accounts of the administrative expenditure of the Assem-
bly for the financial year 1993 
- 
the auditor's report and
motion to approve the final accounts (Presentation ofand
debate on the report of the Cunmittee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the motion to
approye the final accounts, Doc. 1428 and addendum).
Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chair.
Speakers: MM. Liapis (Observerfrom Greece),
L6pez Henares, Cuco, Brito, Korakas (Observer
from G re e ce), Miiller, Jeszenszky ( O b s e rv e r from
Hungary), Godal (Observer from Norway),
Prokes (Observer from Slovakia), Parisi, Borde-
ras, Necas (Observer from the Czech Republic)
and Hardy.
The joint debate was closed.
Mr. Soell, Rapponeur, Mr. de Puig, Chairman of
the Political Committee, and Mr. Baumel, Rap-
porteur of the Defence Committee, replied to the
speakers.
The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation on a European security policy.
An amendment (No. 9) was tabled by Mr. De
Decker:
9. Leave out paragraph (xv) of the preamble to
the draft recommendation.
Speakers: Mr. De Decker, Lord Finsberg, MM.
Pastusiak (Observer from Poland), Soell and de
Puig.
The amendment was negatived.
An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Mr.
Blaauw:
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
The sitting was opened at 3.10 p.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
1. Attendance register
The names of the representatives and substitutes
who signed the register of attendance are given in
the appendix.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The minutes of proceedings of the previous
sitting were agreed to.
3. Address by Mn lliescu, President of Romania
Mr. Iliescu, President of Romania, addressed
the Assembly.
Mr. Iliescu answered questions put by MM.
Pavlidis ( O b s e rv e r from G re e c e ), Atkinson, Kora-
kas (Observer from Greece), Lord Finsberg, Mr.
Eorsi (Observerfrom Hungary), Lord Newall and
Mr. Mitolo.
Mr Martinez, Vice-President of the Assembly,
took the Chair
4. A European securi$ polic!
A European defence policy
(Resumed joint debate on the reports of the
Political Comminee and of the Defence Committee and
votes on the drafi recommendations and drafi order,
Docs. 7439 and arnendments and 1445 and amendments)
The joint debate was resumed.
Speaker: Mr. Tusek (Observer from Austria).
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3. In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out from "countries" to the end of
the paragraph and insert "taking into account the
progress made on the way to EU membership;"
Speakers: MM. Blaauw and Soell.
The amendment was negatived.
An amendment (No. 4) was tabled by Mr.
Blaauw:
4. Leave out paragraph 5 of the draft recommen-
dation proper.
Speakers: Mr. Blaauw, Lord Finsberg and Mr.
Soell.
The amendment was negatived.
An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr. de
Puig and others:
1. In the draft recommendation proper, leave out
paragraph 6 and insert:
"Make :urangements without further delay for
granting Slovenia associate partner status;"
Speakers: MM. Benvenuti, Mitolo and Soell.
The amendment was agreed to.
An amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Mr.
Blaauw:
5. In paragraph 7 of the draft recommendation
proper, after "European security" insert "in
connection with the Noordwijk preliminary
conclusions on the formulation of a common
European defence policy".
Speakers: MM. Blaauw and de Puig.
The amendment was agreed to.
An amendment (No. 6) was tabled by Mr.
Blaauw:
6. In paragraph 9 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out "the success of the conference
on the" and insert "a meaningful".
Speakers: MM. Blaauw, Hardy and de Puig.
The amendment was agreed to.
An amendment (No. 7) was tabled by Mr.
Blaauw:
7. In paragraph 11 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out from "afiange" to the end of the
paragraph and insert "for WEU members to act in
a more co-ordinated fashion in the Security Coun-
cil of that organisation;"
Speakers: MM. Blaauw and de Puig.
The amendment was agreed to.
An amendment (No. 2) was tabled by Mr. Soell:
2. In paragraph I 1 of the draft recommendation pro-
per, before .WE[J" insert'rthe member states of'.
Amendment 7 having been agreed to, Amend-
ment 2 fell.
An amendment (No. 8) was tabled by Mr.
Blaauw:
8. Leave out paragraph 13 of the draft recom-
mendation proper.
The amendment was withdrawn.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the amen-
ded draft recommendation.
The amended draft recommendation was agreed
to. (This recommendation will be published as
No.565)'.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
order on a European security policy.
The draft order was agreed to. (This order will
be published as No. 91)'?.
Speaker (explanation of vote): Lord Finsberg.
The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation on a European defence policy.
Amendments (Nos. I and 2) were tabled by
Mr. Borderas:
1. In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation
proper, after "under a United Nations mandate"
insert "in agreement with the Organisation of
African Unity".
2. In pmagraph 5 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out "readily available multinational
European humanitarian intervention force" and
insert "readily available multinational European
force which would protect the humanitarian orga-
nisations on the ground and".
The President announced that Amendments 1
and 2 had been withdrawn.
An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Mrs.
Gaiotti de Biase:
3. In the preamble to the draft recommendation,
leave outparagraph (x) andinsert:
"Noting that European armed forces are increa-
singly called upon to perform humanitarian and
peace-keeping tasks and, howevet that defence
budgets of European countries should conse-
quently provide for a sufficient level of armed
forces to carry out these tasks;"
Speakers: Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase andMr. Baumel.
The amendment was agreed to.
An amendment (No. 4) was tabled by Mr.
L6pez Henares:
Seepage24.
See page2l.
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4. In paragraph 6 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out "Give further thought to com-
mon security and defence policy, leading subse-
quently to the drafting of a white paper" and insert
"Give further thought as soon as possible to a
common security and defence policy, so that a
white paper may be drafted forthwith".
Speakers: MM. L6pez Henares and Baumel.
The amendment was agreed to.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the amen-
ded draft recommendation.
The amended draft recommendation was agreed
to unanimously. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 566)3.
5. The future of the WBU Satellite Centre
in Tonejdn
(Presentution of and debale on the reportot
the Technologital and Aerospace Committee and
vote on the drafi recommendotion, Doc. 1437)
The report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee was presented by Mr. L6pez Henares,
Rapporteur.
The debate was opened.
Speaker: Mrs. Guirado.
The debate was closed.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendatipn.
I
The draft redommendation was agreed to unani-
mously. (This,recommendation will be published
as No. 56170. '
6. Clunge in the orderc of the day
The President proposed that the remaining
orders of the day be postponed to the next sitting.
The proposal was agteed to.
7. Date, time and orderc of the day
of the next sifring
The orders of the day for the next sitting were
agreed to.
The next sitting was fixed for Wednesday, 30th
November 1994, at 10 a.m.
The sitting was closed at 6.40 p.m.
3. See page 29.
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APPENDIX NINTH SITTING
APPENDIX
Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance 
':
Belgium
MM. Kelchtermans
Kempinaire
De Decker (Yan der Maelen)
P6criaux
France
MM. Baumel
Galley
Mrs. Durriez (Masseret)
Germany
MM. Antretter
Bcihm
Pfuhl (Bnchler)
Holz
J un ghanns (Kittelmann)
Meyer zu Bentrup
Miiller
Marten (von Schmude)
Soell
Sprung
Steiner
Bindig (Mrs. Terborg)
Wolfgramm
Italy
MM. Benvenuti
Bianchi
Fassino
MM. Latronico
Mitolo
Parisi
Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase (Salvi)
Mr. Rodeghiero (Tabladini)
Luxembourg
Mrs. Brassear (Goerens)
Netherlands
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman
Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout
MM. Leers (Verbeek)
Blaauw (Woltjer)
Portugal
Mr. Brito
Mrs. Aguiar
(Fernandes Marques)
MM. Machete
Pogas Santos (Pinto)
Roseta
Spain
MM. Ramirez Peri (Alvarez)
Cuco
Grau I Buldu
(Homs I FerreQ
L6pez Henares
MM. Robles Orozco
(L6pez Valdivielso)
Martinez
Puche Rodriguez
de Puig
Roman
Sainz Garcia
Borderas (Sole Tura)
United Kingdom
MM. A&inson
Marshnll (Banks)
Lord Dundee
Lord
Mr.
Sir
Lord
Lord
Mr.
Lord
Mr.
Lady
Sir
Sir
Mr.
(Sir Anthony Durant)
Finsberg
Hardy
John Hunt
Mackie of Benshie
(Sir Russell Johnston)
Kirkhill
Davis (Lithedand)
Newall
Rathbone
Gould of Potternewton
(Redmond)
Dudley Smith
Keith Speed
Thompson
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
Belgium
MM. Biefnot
Sarens
Seeuws
France
MM. Alloncle
Birraux
Boucheron
Colombier
Couveinhes
Dumont
Geoffroy
Gouteyron
Jacquat
Jeambrun
Jung
Kaspereit
Schreiner
MM. Seitlinger
Valleix
Germany
Mrs. Blunck
MM. Biihler
Irmer
Reddemann
Vogel
Itaty
MM. Arata
Brugger
Dionisi
Lal-oggia
La Russa
Mattina
Petruccioli
Pozzo
Selva
Serra
Luxembourg
Mrs. Err
Mrs. Lentz-Cornette
Netherlands
MM. Dees
van der Linden
Zijlsra
Portugal
MM. Amaral
Candal
Spain
Mr. Vazquez
United Kingdom
Mr. Cox
Dame Peggy Fenner
Sir Donald Thompson
l. The names ofsubstitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names ofthe latter being given in brackets.
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RECOMMEI{DATION 565
on a European securi$ policl
The Assembly,
(i) Stressing that the aim of WEU is to achieve the effective strengthening of European security and
that institutional concerns must in no case weaken efforts to this end;
(ii) Recalling that the modified Brussels Treaty is one of the essential bases for ensuring this security;
(iii) Regretting, therefore, that the Council has failed to take advantage of the opportunity of the
fortieth anniversary of the treaty, which also coincided with that of the tenth anniversary of the reactiva-
tion of WEU, to draw the attention of the public at large to progress achieved by WEU since 1984;
(iv) Convinced that the development of a European defence policy by the Council of WEU is conditio-
nal upon the achievement of a European security policy based on a common perception of risks and dan-
gers and on a joint concept regarding the means of countering them;
(v) Deploring the lack of information from the Council regarding its co-operation and contribution in
this respect in the framework of the CFSP and NATO;
(vi) Recalling Recommendations 556,558 and 559;
(vii) Rejecting paragraph 3 of the reply of the Council to Recommendation 559, in which the latter
refuses to provide the Assembly with information on work undertaken in the framework of the CFSP on
questions relating to the modified Brussels Treaty;
(viii) Yoicing its protest that the Council transmitted to the Assembly the first part of the fortieth annual
report on its activities only on 9th November 1994 and deploring that the WEU Secretary-General no lon-
ger sends the Assembly his information letter;
(bc) Aware that it is crucial to settle the substantive issues relating to the development of a European
security and defence policy and that the Council seems to be giving priority to studying these questions;
(x) Convinced nevertheless that the Council should not defer discussion of institutional problems in
this connection until 1996, leaving the initiative in the interim to other European institutions;
(xi) Recalling the decision of the European Council to create a study group in preparation for the 1996
intergovernmental conference which is to start work in June 1995 with the participation of two members
of the European Parliament;
(xii) Reaffirming that the supervision of security and defence policy in Europe is a prerogative of the
national parliaments;
(xiii) Insisting therefore that the WEU Assembly should participate fully in the preparations for WEU's
planned review of the present provisions of the Maastricht Treaty concerning the common foreign and
security policy, in accordance with declaration ID8 of the WEU member countries annexed to the Maas-
tricht Treaty;
(xiv) Fearing that the refusal of certain countries participating in the CFSP to accede to the modified
Brussels Treaty might diminish the effectiveness of co-operation between the CFSP and WEU;
(m) Fearing also that the refusal of the WEU Council to admit all the European NAf,O member coun-
tries to full membership of WEU may complicate the implementation of WEU's r61e as the European
pillar of NAIO;
(ni) Wishing WEU to acta{apolitical driving force vis-}r-vis the authorities of the European Union and
the Atlantic Alliance and not consider that its main task is to carry out decisions taken by these two orga-
nisations;
(xvii) Recalling nevertheless that since the Council has promised the European Union to provide assis-
tance in policing the town of Mostar, it is of the utmost importance for the latter to honour its commitments
in full;
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(xviii) Deploring that meetings of the WEU Council are divided into four different categories of partici-
pant countries 
- 
full mentbers, associate members, associate partners, observers 
- 
which raiies the
problem of multi-speed co-operation within WEU and the anendant risk of its political action being
paralysed by institutional infighting, as was the case over the issue of Rwanda;
(xix) Wishing WEU to examine subsequent accession by its associate partners by basing itself essential-
ly on the criteria of the modified Brussels Treaty;
(xx) Stressing that it is WEU's primary responsibility to ensure that, in the framework of harmonising
procedures with the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance for linking these countries with Euro-
Atlantic structures, security considerations are a means of speeding up this process and not a pretext for
holding it back;
(xxi) Recalling that the Assembly cannot grant associate member and associate partner delegations rights
which exceed the status the Council has granted them;
(o!i) Stresqing that the enlargement of WEU towards the East is intended to reinforce the security and
stability of Europe as a whole and not to create new divisions;
(xxiii) Recalling in consequence the importance of sftengthening the collective security system in the frame-
work of the CSCE and of establishing a stable partnership with Russia and the other members of the CIS;
(xxiv) Wishing the problems raised by the harmonisation of the presidencies of WEU and the European
Union to be settled quickly in order to ensure the continuity of WEU's political action;
(xrv) Recalling the important r6le of its Committee for Parliamentary and Public Relations in reinforcing
the impact of the work of the Assembly with parliaments, public opinion and the governments of the mem-
ber countries,
RecouuBr.ros rHAT THE CouNCrL
l. In accordance with its declaration ID8 annexed to the Maastricht Treaty, create a special working
group tasked with studying institutional questions relating to the preparation of the 1996 intergovemmen-
tal conference;
2. Decide that this working group will begin work in early 1995 and that the Assembly will be asso-
ciated with it;
3. Play the r6le of a political driving force vis-d-vis the authorities of the European Union and the
Atlantic Alliance with a view to developing guidelines for linking the Central and Easiern European coun-
tries with Euro-Atlantic structures;
4. Open up real prospects of accession to the modified Brussels Treaty for associate partner countries,
irrespective of whether or not they belong to other European organisations;
5. In so doing, ensure that any future enlargement of WEU does not weaken the scope of Article V of
the modifled Brussels Treaty;
6. Make arrangements without further delay for granting Slovenia associate partner status;
7. Include in its present studies the French Prime Minister's proposal for drafting a white paper on
European security in connection with the Noordwijk preliminary conclusions on the formulation of a com-
mon European defence policy and ensure that the outcome of its examination of the development of a
European defence policy provides the main source of inspiration for the thinking process to be conducted
in the framework of the CFSP and NAIO;
8. Inform the Assembly of the areas and the content of its co-operation with the CFSP and NAIO;
9. Contribute actively to a meaningful stability pact in Europe;
10. Work out a joint position with a view to its contribution to the CSCE ministerial conference in
Budapest and inform the Assembly of the action taken to follow up its declared intention of 9th May 1994
of strengthening the CSCE "to avoid the emergence of new divisions" and to work for "a reasonabt-e Aivi-
sion of labour with the CSCE";
11. Make its views known in a more convincing and visible manner in the United Nations and arrange
for WEU members to act in a more co-ordinated fashion in the Security Council of that organisation;
12. Follow closely the problems of security in the Mediterranean and inform the Assembly of the action
it has taken on Recommendation 538 as it undertook to do in its reply to that recommendation;
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13. lnform the Assembly of the results of studies undertaken by the Council on unresolved questions
relating to the harmonisation of the presidencies of WEU and the European Union;
14. Avoid the effectiveness of WEU's action being jeopardised by the development of work conducted
with different forms of participation within the organisation and at different speeds in specific areas;
15. Study the conditions in which the WEU Council might meet as a European security and defence
council, either as necessary or on the occasion of meetings of the European Council;
16. Organise a regular exchange of senior civil servants between "WE(J" departnrents established in
ministries for foreign affairs and defence and in the private offlces of the heads of government of member
states;
17. Comply immediately with its obligations under Article IX of the modified Brussels Treaty by sub-
mining its annual report to the Assembly so that the latter can reply before the report loses its topicality,
account being taken of the fact that this is not the first time that the report has arrived very late;
18. Continue to inform the Assembly of all activities under the modified Brussels Treaty, even if exer-
cised in other European or transatlantic bodies.
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ORDER 91
on a European securi$ policy
The Assembly,
(i) Considering:
(a) the document on a status of association of WEU with the Republic of Bulgaria, the Czech
$-gnub^!c.,-the Republi! of Estonia, the Reptblic of Hungary, the Republic of Latvia, the Repu-blic of Lithuania, the Republic of Poland, Romania and the Slovak Republic;
(b) the declaration further to the document on associate membership of WEU of 20th November
1992,
which texts were transmitted !V 4" Council to the Assembly following the ministerial meeting held atKirchberg, Luxembourg, on 9th May 1994;
(r-i) Considering that the declaration referred to in paragraph (b) above states that it "does not entail any
changes to the document on associate membership adopted in Rome on 20th November 1992";
(ili)_ Taking the view therefore that this declaration does not contain elements requiring a re-examination
of the measures drawn up by the Assembly for the participation of delegations of issociate member coun-
tries;
(iv) Recalling nevertheless its Recommendation 558;
(v) Recalling also Article IX of the modi&d Brussels Treaty which states that the WEU Assembly is
composed of representatives of the Brussels Treaty powers to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council
of Europe;
(vi) Noting that the "document on the modalities", dated 3rd May 1994, stipulates that:
"The provisions of this document apply as from today.
The status will formally be achieved when:
- 
the Hellenic Republic, currently an active observer, becomes a member of WEU and the Repu-
blic of Iceland, the Kingdom of Norway and the Republic of Turkey, currently active observers,
become associate members of WEU;
- 
the associate partner has signed a Europe Agreement with the European Union.
In the meantime the associate partners will be considered as active observers to WEU with respect
to the provisions of their new status.";
(vii) Recalling the decision takel_by the Presidential Committee on 18th October 1994 to enlarge the
permanent observer delegations of Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slova-
kia from two to four members and to invite the nine associate partner'countries each to appoint one
observer to the Political, Defence and Technological and Aerospace Committees and to the Coririnittee for
Parliamentary and Public Relations without prejudging the eventual adoption of a status for the delega-
tions of these countries;
(viii) Considering the brief assigned by the Presidential Committee to the Political Committee ro propo-
se a substantive text on the adoption of an appropriate status for the delegations of countries that b-ecarne
associate partners prior to the question being placed before the Commiitee on Rules of Procedure and
Privileges;
(r,r) 
. 
Recalling its Oldq 85 on the enlargement of WEU and in particular paragraph (vii) of thepreamble
drawing altenJiolt to the fact that"any reasonable enlargement ofthe number of parliamentary deiegations
participating in the Assembly will be impossible without major adjustments of the Assembly-'s acc6mmo-
dation and budget";
(x) Noting with surprise that, despite its repeated approaches to the Council, the latter has not taken
action on the pressing demands formulated by the Assembly in this respect;
TEXTS ADOPIED NINTH SITTING
(xi) Regretting also that the Council has not provided any information on the arrangements for flnancial
contributions by the associate partners to WEU's budget;
(xii) Stressing the need nevertheless to avoid any further delay in making official participation of parlia-
mentarians from states which have become associate partners of WEU,
INvrres rrs CoMMITree oN Rut.es oF PRocEDLJRE llto PRlvu-Bces
To study the creation of a specific "associate partner" status for the representatives of associate
partner states.
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RECOMMENDATION 566
on a European defence policl
The Assembly,
(i) Welcoming the Council's initiative in starting to formulate a common European defence policy as
announced in the declaration on Western European Union attached to the Maastricht Treaty;
(ii) Having taken note of both the Noordwijk declaration and the preliminary conclusions on the for-
mulation of a common European defence policy of l4th November 1994;
(iii) Noting that WEU's inability to react quickly to crisis situations as in Bosnia or Rwanda is due not
only to a lack of political will, but also to the fact that joint European interests have not yet been identified
clearly enough and that mechanisms for making and implementing decisions rapidly have not yet been
developed;
(iv) Stressing that the operational r6le of WEU urgently needs to be strengthened in order to match the
ambitions set out in the Maastricht Treaty and repeatedly expressed by the Council, while recognising that
the lack of progress in developing WEU's operational r6le is due partly to the lack of political guidance
from a common European defence policy on which it should be based;
(v) Stressing that the transformation of NATO, and especially the implementation of decisions taken at
NAIO's 1994 Brussels summit meeting, is of vital importance for the reinforcement of WEU;
(vi) Recognising that WEU's reinforcement must be founded partly in NATO and not replace a failing
NATO;
(vii) Surprised that the reinforcement of the European pillar of NATO is accompanied by a reduction in
WEU member states' share of defence expenditures in the Atlantic Alliance;
(viii) Recalling that the possibility of making NAIO's collective assets available to WEU cannot relieve
European states of their obligation to make a speciflc effort in those key defence areas where the alliance
has no collective assets while being dependent on the national assets of the United States, specifically in
the area of satellite intelligence and logistic capacity;
(be) Recalling that the massive airlift capacity now available in the United States armed forces invento-
ry may considerably diminish in size by the turn of this century making it necessary for European armed
forces to assume their own responsibility in this field;
(x) Noting that European armed forces are increasingly called upon to perform humanitarian and
peace-keeping tasks and, however, that defence budgets of countries should consequently provide for a
sufficient level of armed forces to carry out these tasks;
(xi) lnsisting that co-operation between European national armed forces must be intensified, also
through the formation of multinational forces, in order to make the most effective use of diminishing
defence budgets and smaller armed forces;
(xii) Noting that the status of associate partner has provided significant opportunities for the countries
concerned to help shape a future European defence policy and to co-operate closely with WEU in possible
future WEU operations of all kinds;
(xiii) Welcoming the first meetings of WEU's Mediterranean Group with government experts from Alge-
ria, Egypt, Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia, but at the same time stressing that WEU should pay closer
attention to the situation in the southern Mediterranean extending beyond the present diplomatic dialogue;
(xiv) Recognising that the situation in the former republics of the Soviet Union, in particular Russia,
should be continuously followed by WEU, inter alia through regular contacts at both political and milita-
ry level with the objective of fostering mutual confidence and understanding;(n) Considering that lifting the arms embargo against Bosnia would be an incentive for the parties
concerned to escalate the conflict, further endanger the civilian population and cause unacceptable risks
for the United Nations forces on the ground;
(ni) Regretting the decision of the United States Government, taken unilaterally and without appropria-
te prior consultation with the other states participating in the combined WEU/NATO operation Sharp
Guard in the Adriatic, to stop policing the United Nations arms embargo against Bosnia;
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(rvii) Stressing that the October 1994 crisis in Iraq and the decision of the United States to stop policing
the arms embargo against Bosnia in the framework of operation Sharp Guard have provided compelling
evidence that Europe needs to have its own independent intelligence policy, including a fully-fledged
satellite system,
RBcoMMeNos rHAT ttrs CouNctr-
1. Strengthen the r6le of the Secretary-General, while at the same time deflning clearly WEU's res-
ponsibilities compared with those of the European Union and NATO;
2. Reinforce the operational r6le of the Planning Cell, duly enlarging its staffand providing it with the
appropriate equipment and technical resources for data processing and communications;
3. Give liaison officers from associate partners a more active r6le in the Planning Cell, in particular by
drafting a list of forces of associate partners available to WEU and by including units from these countries
in force packages for contingency plans;
4. Actively support the creation of a multinational African peace-keeping force which should be able
to act rapidly under a United Nations mandate, by encouraging WEU member states to preposition equip-
ment on the African continent and to take responsibility to train African units for such tasks;
5. Help in creating a readily available multinational European humanitarian intervention force to be
included among the forces answerable to WEU;
6. Give further thought as soon as possible to a common security and defence policy, so that a white
paper may be drafted forthwith on European security as proposed by the French Prime Minister specifying
the r6le, tasks, joint command structures and politicaUmilitary interface procedures of WEU for approval
at a summit meeting of heads of state and of government of WEU member states in 1996 at the latest;
7 . Accelerate the creation of a European armaments agency to manage multinational co-operative pro-
grammes, drawing on experience gained from the Franco-German atmaments agency now being establi-
shed;
8. Continue to pursue actively the establishment of a European satellite system which will be a vital
part of Europe's defence identity;
9. Notwithstanding the United States' unilateral decision to end enforcement of the United Nations
arms embargo against Bosnia, maintain its determination to continue to implement fully the enforcement
of all existing embargoes against the different parts of former Yugoslavia, including the arms embargo
against Bosnia.
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RECOMMENDATION 567
on the future of the WEU Satellire Centre in Tbnejfin
The Assembly,
(i) Welcoming the fact that the WEU satellite cenfte has achieved its logistical targets;
(ii) Congratulating the Spanish authorities responsible for building the centre for having provided it
with the means of operating effectively;
(iii) Recalling that this centre is unique as a result of international co-operation and has been designed
to contribute to peace-keeping and international security;
(iu) Congratulating the Director and the staff of the centre on the very substantial sterling work they
have done there;
(v) Judging very favourably the number and nature of the treaty verification and crisis-monitoring tasks
assigned to the centre;
(vi) Regretting, however, that environmental monitoring tasks assigned to the centre are few and far
between;
(vii) Noting that so far certain member states have not tasked the centre at all and wondering about the
reasons for their not doing so;
(viii) Believing that the period for assessing the work of the centre is not long enough for the assessment
to be entirely fair and valid;
(xi) Considering that there is a risk of the satellite centre's present temporary status being prolonged and
that it might not therefore be able to carry out its work in the optimum conditions for achieving its aims;
(x) 6s6i4ering moreover that the Centre, although in its infancy, is an important example of measures
to be taken for the progressive creation of a European defence identity;
(xi) Taking account moreover of the fact that the centre will be able to have the beneflt of Helios satel-
lite images only after summer 1995 at best;
(xii) Reafflrming that the Tonej6n Satellite Cenre must be the cornerstone of a complete European
space-based system covering intelligence, early warning and defence;
(xiii) Believing in any event that the future of the centre should not be indissolubly linked to that of a
European space-based observation system;
(xtv) Insisting on the urgent need for the centre to be as widely supported as possible by public opinion
if it wishes to attain its goals of providing Europe with a useful security instrument in the widest possible
meaning of the term,
RecoIvII\4sNDs rHAr rue CouNctI-
1. Take a decision as soon as possible that will guarantee the continuity of the satellite centre by
making it permanent, so as to avoid a temporary situation being maintained to the detriment of its work;
2. Establish a method for continuously assessing the work done by the centre so as to optimise its
capabilities at all times;
3. Keep the Assembly informed of the practical details for implementing the memorandum of unders-
tanding on the Helios satellite signed by WEU and the governments of France,Italy and Spain;
4. Encourage the member states to avail themselves of the services of the centre, especially those
which have not yet done so;
5. Urge member countries to make use of the services of the cenffe more regularly, in particular by
giving it environmental monitoring tasks (disaster relief, control of water supplies, population movement,
hazardous activities, control of nature of terrain, control of illicit movements);
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6. Establish relations with the European Space Agency in order to determine possibilities for co-
operation between the two organisations in space-based observation;
7. Study the possibilities of technical and commercial space co-operation with the CIS countries in
order to allow the technical and human resources of those countries to be used for preventive and peace-
ful purposes;
8. Inform public opinion in Europe of the tasks and work undertaken by the Torrej6n Satellite Centre
in order to promote a better understanding of such tasks among the citizens of the European countries and
to obtain their support for the aims of the centre.
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1. Draft budget of the administrative expenditure of the
Assembly for the fi nancial year 1995 (Pre sentation of and
debate on the repofi of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the draft budget,
Doc.1429).
2. Evolution of the Assembly's logistical requirements to
take account of enlargement (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and
Administration and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 1438).
3. Draft supplementary budget of the administrative expen-
diture of the Assembly for the financial year 1995 (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the Committee on
Budgetary Affairs and Administation and vote on the
drafi supplementary budget, Doc. 1441).
4. Accounts of the administrative expenditure of the Assem-
bly for the financial year 1993 
- 
the auditor's report and
motion to approve the flnal a@ounts (Presentation of and
1. Attendance reghter
The names of the represeDtatives and substitutes
who signed the register of attendance are given in
the appendix.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The minutes of proceedings of the previous
sitting were agreed to.
3. Change in the membership of a committee
In accordance with Rule 40 (6) of the Rules
of Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the fol-
lowing change in the membership of a com-
mittee proposed by the United Kingdom Dele-
gation:
Political Committee
- 
Mr. Davis as an alternate member in place of
Dr. Godman.
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debate on the report of thc Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the motion to
approve the final accounfs, Doc. 1428 and addendum).
5. The situation in Bihac and the need to shengthen WEU
(Presentation of and debate on the oral report of the Poli-
tical Committee and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 1450).
The development of a European space-based observation
system 
- 
Part III (Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Technological and Aerospace Committee and vote
on the drafi recommendation,Doc. 1436).
Co-operation between European space research institutes
(Presentation of and debate on the report ofthe Technolo-
gical and Aerospace Committee and vote on the drafi
re solution, Doc. 1434 and amendment).
E. Address by Mr. Caputo, Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy.
4. Draft budget of the administrative expendituq
of the Assembly for the financial year 1995
Draft s up p le me ntor! b ud,g e t
of the administrative expenditure of the Assembly
for the financial year 1995
(Presentation of and debate on the reports of the
Commiltee on Badgetary Affairs and Administation and
votes on the drafi texts, Docs. 1429, 1441, 1447 and 1448)
The reports of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration were presented by
Mr. Rathbone, Chairman and Rapporteur.
The previous question (Document 1447) and a
motion for an order (Document 1448) were
moved by Mr. Rathbone.
The previous question was agreed to unani-
mously and, in accordance with Rule 33 (l) (a) ot
the Rules of Procedure, the reports of the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration
were withdrawn from the agenda and the register
of the Assembly.
The motion for an order was agreed to unani-
mously (This order will be published as No. 92)'
7.
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
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5. Evolution of the Assembly's logistical
requirements to take account of enlargement
(Presentalion of and debate on the report of the Commi.free
on Budgetary Affairs and Administratian andvote
on the drafi recommendatian, Doc. I43E)
The report of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration was presented by Mr.
Rathbone, Chairman and Rapporteur.
The debate was opened.
Speaker: Lord Mackie of Benshie.
The debate was closed.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.
The draft recommendation was agreed to unani-
mously. (This recommendation will be published
as No. 568)'.
6. Accounts of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for thefinancialyear 1993 -
the auditor's report and motion
to approve thefi.nal accounts
(Presentation of the report of the Commifree
on Builgetary Affain and Adninistratian and vote
on the motian to qppruve the fitwl occounts,
Doc. 142E and addendum)
The report of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration was presented by Mr.
Rathbone, Chairman and Rapporteur.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the motion
to approve the final accounts.
The motion was agreed to unanimously.
7. The situation in Bihac and the need
to strengthen WEU
(Presentation of and debate on the oral report of the
Polilical Commifree and votz on the drafi recomtnendation,
Doc.1450)
The sitting was suspended at 10.35 a.m. and
resumed at 10.40 a.m.
The report of the Political Committee was pre-
sented by Mr. Roseta, Rapporteur.
The debate was opened.
Speal<ers: Lord Finsberg, Mr. Rodrigues, [,ord
Mackie of Benshie, MM. Baumel, Korakas (Obser-
ver from Greece), De Decker, Domljan (Obserter
from Croatia), Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout, MM.
de Lipkowski, Mitolo, Martinez, Pdcriaux and Lord
Mackie of Benshie (point of order).
The debate was closed.
Mr. Roseta, Rapporteur, and Mr. de Puig, Chair-
man, replied to the speakers.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.
The draft recommendation was agreed to. (This
recommendation will be published as No. 569)'.
Speakers (explanation of vote): MM. Soell,
Hardy and Rodrigues.
8. Address by Mr. Caputo, Under-Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs of luly
Mr. Caputo, Under-Secretary of State forForeign
Affairs of Italy, addressed the Assembly.
Mr. Caputo answered questions put by MM.
Pahor (Observer from Slovenia), Davis, Lord
Finsberg, MM. Latronico, Benvenuti, Sole Tura,
Tusek (Observer from Austria) and Parisi.
9. Change in the orders of the day
The President proposed that the remaining
orders of the day be postponed to ttre next sitting.
The proposal was agreed to.
10. Date, time and orders of the day
of the next sitting
The orders of the day for the next sitting were
agreed to.
The next sining was fixed for the same day, at
3.30 p.m.
The sitting was closed at 1.25 p.m.
2. Seepage3T.
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Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance ':
Belgium
MM. Kempinaire
De Decker
(Van der Maelen)
P6criaux
France
MM. Baumel
de Lipkowski (Birraux)
Dumont
Galley
Kaspereit
Valleix
Germany
Mr. Antretter
Mrs. Blunck
Mr. Btihm
Mrs. Lucyga (Btichler)
MM. Schluckebier (Holtz)
Feldnnnn (Irmer)
J un ghnnn s (Kittelmann)
Meyer zu Bentrup
Miiller
Marten (von Schmude)
Soell
Lenzer (Sprung)
Steiner
Mrs. Terborg
MM. Zierer (Vogel)
Wolfgramm
Belgium
MM. Biefnot
Kelchtermans
Sarens
Seeuws
France
MM. Alloncle
Boucheron
Colombier
Couveinhes
Geoffroy
Gouteyron
Jacquat
Italy Mrs. Aguiar (Pinto)
MM. Arata Mr. Roseta
BenvenutiBianchi sPainLatronico MM. Ramirezperi(Alvarez)Mattina CucoMitolo Grau I BulduParisi (Homs I Ferret)Petruccioli L6pez Valdivielso
U?.no(Pozzo) _-. MirtinezMrs. Gaioni de Biase (Salvi) puctre RodriguezMl Rodeghiero (Tabladini) de puig
Luxembourg Roman
-Mr. \esenwetter(Mrs.Err) tl"'fliil' ru*ru"r,Mrs. Brassezr (Goerens)
Mr. Theis United Kingdom(Mrs' Lenz-cornette) 
MM. AtkinsonNetherland" Marshatl (Banks)
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman Si lrvine Patnick
Mr. Dees (Sir Anthony Durant)
Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout Mr. Alexander
MM. van der Linden (Dame Peggy Fenner)Verbeek Lord Finsberg
Blaauw (Woltjer) Mr. HardYZljlstra Sir John Hunt
Lord Mackie of BenshiePortugal (Sir Ruisell Johnston)
MM. Reis l*ite (Amaral) Lord NewallBrito MM. Rathbone
Curto (Candal) Davis (Redmond)
Pogas Santos Sir Dudley Smith
(Fernandes Marques) Sir Donald ThompsonMachete Mr. Thompson
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
MM. Jeambrun
Jung
Masseret
Schreiner
Seitlinger
Germany
MM. Biihler
Reddemann
Italy
MM. Brugger
Dionisi
Fassino
MM. La Loggia
La Russa
Selva
Serra
Spain
MM. L6pez Henares
Sainz Garcia
United Kingdom
Mr. Cox
Lord Kirkhill
Mr. Litherland
Sir Keith Speed
L The names ofsubstitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names ofthe latterbeing given in brackets.
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ORDER 92
on the draft budget of the administrative expenditure of the Assembly for the firyancial year 1995
antl on the dratt supplementary budget of the Assembly for the financial year 1995
The Assembly,
(i) Having heard the report by the Chairman of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administra-
tion;
(ii) Noting the absence of the opinion of the Council on the draft budget and draft supplementary bud-
get of the administrative expenditure of the Assembly for 1995;
(iii) Noting that this is the first time since the year 1985 that the Assembly has not received the opinion
of the Council on its draft budgets in time for consideration at its autumn session;
(iv) Noting that preliminary views expressed by delegates in the Council Budget and Olganisation
Committee *ere unsupportive of the Assembly's plans to meet satisfactorily the requirement of expanded
membership including guest members and observers;
(v) Considering that the Council had, in its Kirchberg declaration, invited the Assembly to welcome
new members and to adjust its rules accordingly;
(vi) Regretting efforts by budgetary experts to curtail the establishment and maintenance of parliamen-
tary contacts according to the Kirchberg declaration and its intentions;
(vii) Reiterates its support for the outlined plans to meet the logistics of the Assembly in the foreseeable
future, in particular the requirement to accommodate over 400 members in a chamber conceived to seat
228;
(viii) Expresses its disappointment at the Council's delay in giving its opinion on the draft budgets of the
Assembly,
INsrnucrs ute PnrsnBlruel Coutrlrrren
1. To negotiate urgently with the Council for the Assembly to be gpnted adequate financial means to
allow it to play its r6le in a reactivated WEU, taking into account in particular the Kirchberg declaration
and its requirements;
2. In application of Rule 14, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Procedure, to take the necessary measures to
flnalise the Assembly's draft budgets for 1995 to fulfil that r6le as speedily as possible.
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RECOMMENDATION 568
on the evolution of the lagistical requirements of the Assembly to take account of enlargement
The Assembly,
Considering:(i) That present and fmeseeable Assembly requirements now necessitate measures to make it possible
to accommodate in the chamber of the Economic and Social Council the parliamentarians of the member
countries, associate member countries, associate partner countries, observer countries and of other coun-
tries invited by the Council to attend Assembly debates, also members of the WEU Council and Secreta-
riat-General and the secretaries of the national delegations and political groups;(ii) That for Greek to be adopted as an official language simultaneous interpretation facilities must be
supplemented by further interpretation facilities once the ratiflcation process has been completed;(iii) That, even after the interpretation facilities for sessions have been transferred to the meeting rooms
in the Wilson wing, the limited number of seats in the official gallery makes it necessary to continue to use
and improve the television area installed in the lobby of the French Economic and Social Council in order
to achieve better television coverage of all Assembly speeches, votes and procedures;(iv) That the meeting rooms cannot accommodate more than 40 participants, they will be too small once
representatives of all participating countries are present and that it would be necessary to resort to the hire
of meeting rooms elsewhere in Paris;(v) That offices need to be allocated to all new parliamentary delegations and that this will be possible
only if the remaining offices on the second floor and all the offices on the third floor can be made available
to the Assembly in the immediate future for use during sessions and committee meetings;(vi) That in the foreseeable future the Assembly will no longer be able to operate properly in its present
location and it will soon become essential to provide the Assembly with new premises;
(vii) Welcoming the progress made on reaching agreement on provisional solutions aimed at alleviating
pressing immediate needs arising from enlargement,
RrcoururNos rlrAT rrm CouNclt-
1. Take note of this report including in particular Appendix V;
2. Press ahead with the implementation of the measures referred to in Appendix V, in particular :
(a) Take the required action to release the remaining offlce on the second floor in time to accom-
modate the new Greek Delegation;
(b) Authorise the Institute for Security Studies, in close consultation and agreement with the
Assembly, to proceed expeditiously with the proposed refurbishing of Room A, thus enabling
the Assembly to use this room for meetings larger than those that can be accommodated in
Rooms B and C;
(c) Approve the funds required by the Assembly to proceed with the work necessary to accommo-
date parliamentary delegations in the facilities relinquished finally or temporarily and with the
other proposals contained in Appendix V and concerning in particular the "electronic office"
intended specifically to make more efficient and flexible use of insufflcient seating capacity of
the ESC Chamber;
3. Support the Assembly and its President in their efforts to promote a comprehensive plan to meet the
future requirements of the Assembly, in particular :
(a) Reach agreement with the French Government for the transfer of the Institute for Security Stu-
dies to alternative premises nearby, thereby releasing the offices on the third floor for the use of
parliamentary delegations, in all categories;
(b) Altematlely, reach agreement now with the French Government for the Assembly to be ins-
talled in new premises suitable for foreseeable future needs;
4. In any case, be prepared to start consultations with the President of the Assembly and the French
Government on a relocation plan for execution immediately following the 1996 review of all European
institutions, in anticipation of new members in various categories joining in that and subsequent years.
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RECOMMENDATION 569
on the situatian in Bihac and the need to strengthen WEU
The Assembly,
(i) Anxious for all the security zones in Bosnia-Herzegovina defined by the Security Council to be
scrupulously respected;
(ii) Noting nevertheless that the fact that Bosnian Serb forces have penetrated the safe area around
Bihac shows the difficulties encountered by UNPROFOR in implementing Security Council resolutions
authorising it inter alia:
- 
to deter attacks against the safe areas,
- 
and to take the necessary retaliatory measures, including recourse to force, against bombing of
the safe areas by either side, armed incursions or any obstacle to free movement by LJNPROFOR;
(iii) Fearing an escalation of the conflict and intensification of the fighting that might endanger the
TJNPROFOR troops now deployed and which are insufficiently armed.
(iv) Disturbed that profound differences have emerged between the United States and its European
allies regarding the measures to be taken to ensure compliance with Security Council resolutions and to
restore peace in the regions concerned;
(v) Convinced that the lifting of the embargo on Bosnia is not an appropriate means of facilitating the
resolution of the conflict in the region in question;
(vi) Regretting nevertheless that neither the United States nor the countries of Europe have been prepa-
red to send in a buffer force that is large enough and equipped to be able to put an end to hostilities;
(vii) Noting also that the contact group's efforts to achieve a cease-fire that is complied with and a poli-
tical solution to the conflict have so far failed;
(viii) Determined to do everything possible to prevent a further massacre occurring on former Yugoslav
territory;
(ix) Still convinced that, to avoid escalation, efforts to flnd a political solution to the conflict acceptable
to all parties concerned must not be relaxed;
(x) Recalling nevertheless that, for such a solution not to remain a dead letter, the parties concerned
must be convinced that its implementation will be guaranteed by effective measures of enforcement,
Uncrx'rrv REcoMMENDs rHAr rrs CouNcIL
1. Immediately hold an urgent joint meeting with the North Atlantic Council with a view to:
(a) appealing to all governments and all competent international organisations to make a new
effort to find a political solution to the conflict, in view of the negotiations in progress on the
basis of the proposals of the contact group, and demonsffate the responsible attitude of the
international community by opposing with great determination and firmness those responsible
for prolonging an unjustifiable and nonsensical war;
(b) considering the timeliness of using all appropriate means to prevent further massacres and to
end the fighting in Bihac;
(c) ensuring that the unilateral decision of the United States Government no longer to participate
in monitoring the embargo on Bosnia cannot affect NAIO's commitment nor its operational
capabilities in the fighting in Bosnia-Herzegovina;
2. Accelerate the process of strengthening Western European Union by providing it with satellite intel-
ligence means and strategic transport and units of combined forces.
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ORDERS OF TIM DAY
1. The development of a European space-based observation
system 
- 
Part Ill (Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Teclmological and Aerospace Committee and vote
on the draft recommendation,Doc. 1436).
Co-operation between European space research institutes
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Technolo-
gical and Aerospace Committee and vote on the draft
re s olution, Doc. 1434 and amendment).
Transatlantic co-operation on European anti-missile
defence (Presentation of and debate on the report of the
Technological and Aerospace Committee and vote on the
drafi reconvnendation, Doc. 1435).
1. Attendance register
The names of the representatives and substitutes
who signed the register of attendance are given in
the appendix.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The minutes of proceedings of the previous
sitting were agreed to.
3. The development of a European space-based
observation system 
- 
Part III
(Presentfiion of and debale on the report of the
Technological and Aerospace Committee and vote on the
dmfi recommendation, Doc. 1436)
The report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee was presented by Mr. Valleix, Rappor-
teur.
The debate was opened.
Speaker: Mr. Lenzer.
Mr Picriaux, Wce-President of the Assembly,
took the Chair
Speaker: Mr. Alexander.
The debate was closed.
Mr. Borderas, Vice-Chairman, replied to the
speakers.
4. The readiness and capabilities of airforces in WEU mem-
ber states (Presentation of and debate on the report of the
Defence Committee and votes on the draft recommendn-
tion and draft order,Doc.1444).
5. The WEU Institute for Security Studies (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Cornmineefor Parliamen-
tary and Public Relations and vote on the drafi recom-
mendation,Doc. 1430).
6. Western European Union (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Committee for Parliamentary and Public
Relations andvote onthe draft order, Doc. l43l).
7. Address by Mr. Balladur, Prime Minister of France.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.
The draft recommendation was agreed to. (This
recommendation will be published as No. 570)'.
4. Co-operation between European space
research instilutes
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the
Technolagbal and Aerospare Committee and vote on the
dratt resolution, Doc. 1434 and amendment)
The report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee was presented by Mr. Galley, Rappor-
teur.
The debate was opened.
Speakers: Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase and Mr. l*nzer.
The sitting was suspended at 4.30 p.m. and
resumed at 4.45 p.m.
Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the chair.
Speakers: MM. Lenzer and Buteiko (Obsertter
from Ukraine).
The debate was closed.
Mr. Galley, Rapporteur, and Mr. Borderas, Vice-
Chairman, replied to the speakers.
The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
resolution.
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
The sitting was opened at 3.30 p.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.
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An amendment (No. l) was tabled by Mrs.
Gaiotti de Biase:
1. In the draft resolution proper, leave out para-
graph (e) and insert:
"take account, in developing Europe's autono-
my in defence matters, of the fact that military
applications of space in large measure coincide
with civil applications;"
Speakers: Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase and Mr. Galley.
The amendment was withdrawn.
An oral amendment was proposed by Mr. Gal-
ley.
In the draft resolution proper, inparagaraph (e),
leave out "priority" and insert "priorities".
Speakers: Mr. Galley and Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase.
The oral amendment was agreed to.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the amen-
ded draft resolution.
The amended draft resolution was agreed to
unanimously. (This resolution will be published
as No. 93)'?.
5. Transatlantic co-operation on European
anti-missile defence
(Presentution of the report of the
Tbchnologbal and Aerospace Committee and vote
on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1435)
The report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee was presented by Mr. Atkinson, Rap-
porteur.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.
The draft recommendation was agreed to unani-
mously. (This recommendation will be published
as No. 57I)3.
6. The readiness and capabilities of aidorces
in WEU member stntes
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Defence
Commi:ttee and votes on the drafi recommendalion
and drafi ord,er, Doc. 1444)
The report of the Defence Committee was pre-
sented by Mr. Hardy, Rapporteur.
The debate was opened.
See page 43.
See page 45.
2.
3.
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Speakers: Lord Newall, Mr. Borderas and Lord
Mackie of Benshie.
The debate was closed.
Mr. Hardy, Rapporteur,
Schlaman, Vice-Chairman,
kers.
and Mrs. Baarveld-
replied to the spea-
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.
The draft recommendation was agreed to unani-
mously (This recommendation will be published
as No. 572)^.
Speaker (explanation of vote): Mr. Mitolo.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
order.
The draft order was agreed to unanimously
(This order will be published as No. 93)5.
The sitting was suspended at 5.50 p.m. and
resumed at 6 p.m.
7. Address by Mr. Balladur,
Prime Minister of France
Mr. Balladur, Prime Minister of France, addres-
sed the Assembly.
8. Change in the orders of the day
The President proposed that the remaining
orders of the day be postponed to the next sitting.
The proposal was agreed to.
9. Date, time and orderc of the day
of the next sitting
The orders of the day for the next sitting were
agreed to.
The next sitting was fixed for Thursday, 1st
December 1994, at 10 a.m.
The sitting was closed at 6.50 p.m.
See page 47.
See page 48.
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Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance r:
Belgium
MM. De Decker
(Van der Maelen)
Sarens
France
MM. Baumel
Briane (Binaux)
Dumont
Galley
de Lipkowski (Geoffroy)
Hunault (Jacquat)
Kaspereit
Masseret
Schreiner
Seitlinger
Valleix
Germany
MM. Antretter
Bdhm
Biichler
Icnzer (Btihler)
Mrs. Lucyga (Holtz)
Mrs. Fischer (Kittelmann)
MM. Meyer zu Benffup
MUller
Reddemann
Mr. Soell
Mrs. Terborg
Italy
MM. Latronico
Mattina
Mitolo
Coviello (Parisi)
Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase (Salvi)
Luxembourg
MM. Regenwetter (Mrs. Err)
Theis
(Mrs. Lentz-Cornette)
Netherlands
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MM. Brito
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Sir
Mr.
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman
Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout Lord
MM. van der Linden Mr.
Zeers (Woltjer) Sir
Lord
Spain
MM. Ramirez Peri (Alvarez)
Cuco
Grau I Buldu
(Homs I Ferret)
L6pez Valdivielso
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de Puig
Roman
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Borderas (Yazquez)
United Kingdom
Atkinson
Marshall (Banks)
Irvine Patnick
(Sir Anthony Durant)
Alexander
(Dame Peggy Fenner)
Finsberg
Hardy
John Hunt
Mackie of Benshie
(Sir Russell Johnston)
Newall
Davis (Redmond)
Dudley Smith
Keith Speed
Donald Thompson
Thompson
Pogas Santos Sir
(Fernandes Marques) SirPinto SirRoseta Mr.
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
Belgium
MM. Biefnot
Kelchtermans
Kempinaire
P6criaux
Seeuws
France
MM. Alloncle
Boucheron
Colombier
Couveinhes
Gouteyron
Jeambrun
Jung
Germany
Mrs. Blunck
MM. Irmer
von Schmude
Sprung
MM. Steiner
Vogel
Wolfgramm
Italy
MM. Arata
Benvenuti
Bianchi
Brugger
Dionisi
Fassino
LaLoggia
La Russa
Petruccioli
Pozzo
Selva
Serra
Thbladini
Luxembourg
Mr. Goerens
Netherlands
MM. Dees
Verbeek
Zijlstra
Portugal
MM. Amaral
Candal
Machete
Spain
MM. L6pez Henares
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Sainz Garcia
United Kingdom
Mr. Cox
Lord Kirkhill
MM. Litherland
Rathbone
l. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in brackets.
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RECOMMENDATION 570
on the development of a European space-based observation system - Part III
The Assembly,
(i) Stressing the importance of control over space beyond the earth's afinosphere in the global man-
agement of crises;(ii) Noting that Europe still does not have operational mean! of observation and detection by satellite
with the military capabilities necessary for strengthening its defence;(iii) Stressing the need for the WEU countries to equip themselves with independent space-based me-ans
of observation and detection in order to be able to take appropriate measures in the event of crises affec-
ting Europe's interests;
(iv) Concerned over the future implications for European security of the proliferation of ballistics tech-
nology in the Mediterranean region;
(v) Recalling Recommendations 4I0,482,523,533 and 555 in which the Assembly requests that the
Council:
(a) set clear European space policy objectives and priorities;
(b) reachdecisions on further steps for establishing a full-scale European verification satellite system;
(c) design the planned system in such a way as to contribute to the security of WEU member coun-
tries and to be useful to other organisations with a European, Atlantic or international vocation;
(d) assess without delay the risks to Europe stemming from the proliferation of ballistic and
nuclear technology;
(e) take appropriate decisions to avoid the slowing-down or paralysis of activlies entrusted to the
study management team and the industrial consortium commissioned to design WEU's main
observation system;
(vi) Stressing the importance of equipping Europe with early-warning and navigational satellite systems
necessary for the efficient operation of a European anti-missile defence system;
(vii) Aware of the high cost of space-based systems and the need for close co-operation between states,
industry and scientific circles for these projects to succeed;
(viii) Noting with regret the absence of consensus in the Council over the necessary development of the
work of the Satellite Centre and starting the programme for the main observation system;
(ix) Deploring that the Council provides so little and such inadequate information on WEU's space policy,
Rscol'IIvIeNDs rHAT rgp CouNctt-
1. Commence examination of a European space defence policy, taking all aspects of the problem into
account;
2. Take the decisions necessary for the development of the Satellite Centre and for starting work on the
main observation system, on the basis of a strategic analysis of what is at stake in the medium and long term;
3. Insffuct its Space Group to begin a study of a European space-based defence system, paying particular
attention to the need for communications, early-warning and navigational satellites and their protection;
4. Develop its contacts with the space industries of the member countries and with ESA in order to
obtain information on current programmes and technologies that might be useful for implementing a
European space-based defence system;
5. Foster co-operation in early-warning and navigational satellites with the United States and Russia
on a basis of reciprocity and without jeopardising the independence of European systems;
6. Examine the expediency of creating a European space defence agency in WEU with responsibility
in this area;
7. Keep the Assembly better informed of its decisions on WEU's space policy.
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RESOLUTION 93
on co-operation between European space research institutes
The Assembly,
(j) C-onsidering that space research is essential for meeting the challenges of guaranteeing the scienti-
flc standing, economic competitiveness and political autonomy of Europef
(ii) Reaffirming that only an integrated Europe will be able to take up the challenge of space;
(iii) Considering that European co-operation in certain sectors of space is an example of the achieve-
ments to which our countries can aspire by uniting their efforts;
(iv) Noting with satisfaction that space research has enabled our continent to attain a high level of tech-
nology and goals which were almost inconceivable quite recently;
(:) Believing that this considerable progress is largely due to the existence and the r6le of the European
Space Agency;
(vi) Welcoming likewise the remarkable work done by the national space research institutes;
(vii) Noting the present need for ever more investment, which is increasingly difficult for states to meet
in isolation, is encountering ever tighter budgets;
(vliy' Noting_furthermore that the absence of an overall strategy on a European scale is leading to the
duplication of efforts by the various countries;
(ix) Considering that this dispersion is leading to competition, excess capacity and overlapping pro-
grammes and infrastructures;
(x) 
_Believing that WEU member states must co-ordinate their research policies if they wish to use avai-
lable funds more efficiently, thus avoiding their dispersal and contributing to the creafion of new syner-
gies;
(x!) 
-Co_nsidering that Europe is lagging behind to some extent in the military uses of space as compared
with the United States;
(xii) Tuking 
-account of the fact that there is insufficient co-operation at present in military space
research and that such co-operation is essential for the security and political independence ofEur6pel
(xiii) Believing that it is essential to exploit existing synergies between the civil and military sectors of
space in order to give impetus to the technological and industrial development of space appliCations;
lxiy) Welcoming moreover the ryajor contribution of national space research institutes to following up
and evaluating feasibility studies for the future European space-based observation system;
(n) Warmly appreciative of the initiative of the various European space research institutes in moving
towards a convergence of their work on aeronautics,
Iuvrrns rHE GovERNMENTS oF MEMBER cotJNTRTES
1. To create a study group composed of representatives of governments and national space research
institutes with the following aims:
(a) lay the foundations for an overall European space strategy;
(D) promote a more rational use of available resources, be they economic, technological, human or
infrastructure, in order to avoid as far as possible excess capacity, competition, and, in short,
duplication of effort and expenditure;
(c,) establish the bases for close co-operation between national space research institutes similar to
that already existing between them in the aeronautics sector;
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(d) foster greater harmonisation between the national space research institutes and ESA so as to
achieve greater coherence in existing programmes and derive optimum advantage from closer
co-operation between these institutes;
(e) give priorities to the military space sector in order to develop European independence in space
matters and also to take account of the fact that military applications of space in large measure
coincide with civil applications;
(fl study the possibility and expediency of amending the ESA Convention so as to enable ESA
also to devote its efforts to certain very specific areas of the military space sector;
(g) reflect on the need to establish a co-ordinated strategy for the national space research institutes,
ESA, the European Union, WEU and other organisations concerned with space in order to
achieve a more efficient use of available resources;
(h) take steps to ensure that the national space research institutes develop closer working relation-
ships with establishments working in related or complementary branches and tlat they main-
tain the same type of relationship with industry in order to enable the results of their research
to be transferred and applied;
(i) invite WEU associate member countries, associate partners and observers to participate in this
study group.
4
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RECOMMENDATION 571
on transatlnntic co-operation on European anti-missile defence
The Assembly,
(i) Recognising the need for Europe to determine the risks for its security of the proliferation of ballis-
tic technologies in the countries of the third world and in particular in the Mediterr-anean and the Middle
East;
(ii) Recalling the need for the discussion already started in WEU to be taken further in order to contri-
bute to identifying these risks and their effects on Europe and for giving this discussion real impetus;(!ii) Taking into consideration the need for European countries to reach a joint position on anti-missile
defence, in order to avoid a dangerous delay in relation to the evolution of the threat;(iy) Recalling its earlier conclusions on the need to envisage a system of protection which takes account
of European needs and also of work done in this area by the United States;(v) Considering the many advantages that co-operation in the widest sense and based on equality bet-
ween the transatlantic partners could obtain for the two sides in the area of anti-missile defence;(vi) Considering however that certain prograrnmes launched by the United States, such as THAAD,
have reached a very advanced stage, which precludes co-operation from the outset;
(vii) Recalling moreover that the missile technology control r6gime provides for the signatory countries
to strengthen the principles upheld by that agreement through their respective legislations;
(viii) Takrns into account the differences now separating countries that used to be members of Cocom in
identifying the countries which constitute a strategic threat to their security;(ix) Considering that the countries which are at present establishing the bases of the new Cocom must
reach a consensus, particularly with regard to prohibition of certain transactions with given countries or
for a specific purpose;
(x) Considering that the system which is to succeed Cocom must have as its main objective to prevent
the countries constituting a 
_true proliferation risk and a real threat to regional stability from pr6curing
conventional armaments and associated technology;
(xi) Judging necessary that agreements directed to this end should be concluded as quickly as possible;
(xii) Emphasising the importance for WEU to define a joint policy for the exportation of armaments;
(xiii) Tat'rng account of the need to take the necessary steps as soon as possible for preparing a conferen-
ce on security and co-operation in the Mediterranean (CSCM),
RscoruueNos rHAT rrm CouNcrr-
1. Give the Assembly precise information about progress made in the study being conducted by the
Special Working Group on European anti-missile defence;
2. Let the Assembly know whether a meeting of experts has been held in order to prepare an analysis
of risks and, if so, what conclusions were drawn from that meeting;
3. Ask member countries to strengthen in their respective legislations the principles upheld by the
MTCR;
4. Encourage the adoption in member countries of a joint position on the definition of the countries
that constitute a strategic threat to their security;
5. Seek a consensus among member countries on the bases of the r6gime to replace Cocom;
6 Promgte among member countries the introduction in the very near future of a joint policy towards
the exportation of armaments to third countries;
7. 
. 
Speed up examination of the development of a European space-based observation system and the
taking of decisions in that respect;
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8. Create a study group on a European early waming system;
g. Discuss the possibilities of co-operation between the United States and Europe on anti-missile
defence; such co-operation should be on a basis of equal partnership in development and production and
might cover the following areas:
(a) programmes on an endo-atmospheric syltgm curr_ently under study. in-Europe and the United
Staies and which might possibly lead to joint implementation of a single programme;
(b) exo-atmospheric systems;
(c) airborne systems, adapted in any event, to European Rafale and Eurofighter combat aircraft;
(d) study of the possibility for Europe to adopt a joint position on the possible procurement of the
American THAAD programme;
10. Reach a joint position on the various possibilities described above in the interests of Europe and our
transatlantic allies;
11. Establish contacts between WEU and the BMDO for discussion on the problems already described.
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RECOMMENDATION 572
on the readiness and capabilitics of airforces in WEU member states
The Assembly,
(i) Consid.ering that WEU member states should review the national capability of their airforces to
meet their obligations within the alliance and to provide a proper conribution to the exercise of interna-
tional authority and humanitarian obligations;
(ii) 
- 
Recalling that, for nember states, it is not enough to possess appropriate numbers of military air-
craft since such numbers are of little use if the aircrewi are not capabi6 ofcurrent operational activity orif the aircraft themselves are not maintained in serviceable conditi6ni(:iil Expressing concern about the quality and relevance of flight training and stressing that low-level
flight training is necessary to sustain the possibility of operational survival;-
(ir) Drawing-attention to the absence of, or inadequacy of, low-level flight training in a number of mem-
ber states which fails.to provide-reasoqqbfe assurance$that the nature anO ttre scale of flight training in
their airforces meets the standards to which they are committed;(v) 
.Regretting p-ossible shortcomings in logistic support capacity and the reliance upon civilian trans-port aircraft for military purposes especially where puiiuit of peac6 in the service of hdmanitarian causes
may require both aircrew and aircraft to be prepared to face a hostile environment, which testifles to the
need, in the long term, to build a European military transport aircraft;
(vi) 
- 
Considering existing anxieties about the need for adequate air defence, in particular in terms of all-
weather capability, air-to-air refuelling and reconnaissance and early warning in^airforces of WEU mem-
ber states;
(uil). 
.Considering that the aircraft in service in several member states are obsolescent thus extending the
considerable^range and variety of different types, there being, for instance, some thirteen different typEs of
strike aircraft;
(viil)..Consid"..ng that rather more attention should be paid to making provision for adequate air-to-air
refuelling in view of the increased capacity this might provide;
(bc) \otinp that the airforce exercise Purple Nova held in November 1994 under WEU auspices is aninteresting development and trusting that further similar exercises will be held in order to assisf co-opera-
tion between airforces of member states to enable them to develop further co-operative capacity iri res-
ponse to crises and international need,
Rrcoprupmos rHAT rne CouNcIL
1. Remind member states that more attention should be paid to the provision of sufficient military air-
craft and aircrews capable of operations. in support of internttional need and to ensuring that sufficieni per-
sonnel are trained and employed to maintain the numbers of military aircraft which tf,eir commitmerit to
the alliance requires;
2. 
- 
Urge member states.to recognise that whilst their services need to be operated efficiently, the defen-
ce of their realms and their-oblig-ation to both the alliance and the international community require the
retention of a sufficient number of uniformed personnel to ensure that support as well as operitionil requi-
rements can be permanently secured;
1, Pay close attention to the success of the recent airforce exercise Purple Nova with a view to exten-ding such arrangements on a regular basis.
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ORDER 93
on the readiness and capabilitics of airforces in WEU member states
The Assembly,
(i) Aware that, in the near future, further budget reductions in WEU member states may have a
negative influence on their ability to respond to threats to European security;
(ii) Stressing that WEU member states will increasingly need to support internatio-nal stability or-sus-
tain the humanitarian cause for which they must have available the appropriate aircraft and personnel;
(iii) Considering that opposition to training at low altitudes is at present leading to its prevention or inhi-
irition and, as a consequence, to the diminisf,ing quality of aircrew training,
Irsrnucrs Irs DBrBNcn Courrnrrne
1. To meet representatives of the WEU Planning Cell in order to consider these matters and to provide
an analysis of the conditions in airforces of WEU member states during 1996; 
I
2. To monitor the response to the present report and to inform the Assembly of the state of national
i
airforces during 1996.
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TWELFTH SITTING
Thursday, Lst December 1994
ORDERS OF THE DAY
1. The WEU Institute for Security Studies (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee for Parliamen-
tary and Public Relations and vote on the draft recom-
mendation,Doc. 1430).
Western European Union (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Committee for Parliamentary
and Public Relations and vote on the draft order,
Doc. 1431).
7. Attendance register
The names of the representatives and substitutes
who signed the register of attendance are given in
the appendix.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The minutes of proceedings of the previous sit-
ting were agreed to.
3. The WEU Inst'ttute for Security Studies
(Presentation of and debale on the report of the
Commifree for Parliamentary and, Public Relations
and vote on the drafi recommendation, Doc. 1430)
The report of the Committee for Parliamentary
and Public Relations was presented by Mr.
Roman, Rapporteur.
The debate was opened.
Speake r : Mr. Pastusiak ( Observe r from P oland ).
The debate was closed.
Mr. Masseret, Chairman, replied to the speaker.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.
The draft recommendation was agreed to unani-
mously. (This recommendation will be published
as No. 573)t.
3. WEU's relations with Russia (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Political Committee, Doc. 1440).
4. Address by Mr. Kozyrev, Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Russia.
5. WEU's relations with Russia (Resumed debate on the
report of the Political Committee and votes on the draft
recommendation and draft order, Doc. 1440).
4. Western European Unian
(Presentatian otand debale on the repofi ofthe
Commiltee for Parliamentary and Publir Relatians
and vote on the drafi order, Doc. 1431)
The report of the Committee for Parliamentary
and Public Relations was presented by Mr. Mas-
seret, Chairman, on behalf of Sir Russell Johnston,
Rapporteur.
The debate was opened.
Speakers: MM. Sinka (Observer from l,ania),
Tusek ( O b s e rv e r from Aus t ria ) and Paasio ( O b s e r-
verfrom Finland).
The debate was closed.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
order.
The draft order was agreed to unanimously.
(This order will be published as No. 94)'?.
5. WEU's relations with Russia
(Presentation of the report of the Political
Commiltee, Doc. 1440)
The report of the Political Committee was pre-
sented by Mr. Baumel, Rapporteur.
6. Address by Mr. Kozyrev, Ministerfor
Foreign Affairc of Russia
Mr. Kozyrev, Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Russia, addressed the Assembly.
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
The sitting was opened at l0 a.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
l. Seepage52.
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MINUTES TWELFTH SITTING
Mr. Kozyrev answered questions put by MM.
Atkinson, Jeszenszky (Observer from Hungary),
de Lipkowski, Rodrigues, Sir Keith Speed, Mrs.
Gelderblom-Lankhout, MM. Sole Tura, Pastusiak
(Observer from Polnnd), Anfiettel Baumel, de
Puig and De Decker.
Mn van der Linden, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chain
7. WEU's relations with Russia
(Debate on the report of the Politiral
Commi.free and votes on the drafi recommendalbn and
drafi order, Doc. 1440)
The debate was opened.
Speakers: MM. Rodrigues, Buteiko (Observer
from Ukraine) and Birhm.
Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chair.
Speakers: MM. Averchev (Observer from Rus-
sia), Mrs. Fischer, MM. Sinka (Observer from
Inwia) and Sole T[ra.
The debate was closed.
Mr. Baumel, Rapporteur, and Mr. de Puig,
Chairman, replied to the speakers.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recomrnendation.
The draft recommendation was agreed to. (This
recommendation will be published as No. 574)3.
The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
order.
The draft order was agreed to. (This order will
be published as No. 95)0.
8. Clase of the sessian
The President declared the fortieth ordinary ses-
sion of the Assembly closed.
The sitting was closed at 1.10 p.m.
See page 55.
See page 57.
3.
4.
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APPENDD(
Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendancet:
Belgium
Mr. De Decker
(Van der Maelen)
France
MM. Alloncle
Baumel
Kaspereit
Masseret
Seitlinger
Valleix
Germany
MM. Anfretter
Bdhm
Mrs. Fischer (Btihler)
MM. Miiller
Reddemann
Soell
Pfuhl (Steiner)
Mrs. Terborg
de Lipkowsk (Galley) Luxembourg
Italy
MM. Bianchi
Latronico
Mattina
Mitolo
Coviello (Parisi)
Petruccioli
MM. Regenwetter (Mrs. Err)
Goerens
Theis
(Mrs. Lentz-Cornette)
Netherlands
Baarveld-Schlaman
Gelderblom-Lankhout
van der Linden
Verbeek
Portugal
Mr. Brito
|,,/lNl. Rodrigues (Candal)
Pinto
Spain
MM. Ramirez Peri (Alvarez)
Cuco
de Puig
Roman
Sole Ttra
Borderas (Yazquez)
United Kingdom
Mr. Atkinson
Sir lrvine Patnick
(Sir Anthony Durant)
Mn Alemnder
(Dame Peggy Fenner)
Lord Finsberg
Mr. Hardy
Sir John Hunt
Sir Russell Johnston
Sir Dudley Smith
Sir Keith Speed
Sir Donald Thompson
Portugal
MM. Amaral
Fernandes Marques
Machete
Roseta
Spain
MM. Homs I Ferret
L6pez Henares
L6pez Valdivielso
Martinez
Puche Rodriguez
Sainz Garcia
United Kingdom
Banks
Cox
Kirkhill
Litherland
Newall
Rathbone
Redmond
Thompson
Mrs.
Mrs.
MM.
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
Belgium
MM. Biefnot
Kelchtermans
Kempinaire
P6criaux
Sarens
Seeuws
France
MM. Birraux
Boucheron
Colombier
Couveinhes
Dumont
Geoffroy
Gouteyron
Jacquat
Jeambrun
Jung
Schreiner
Germany
-Mrs. Blunck
MM. Biichler
Holz
Irmer
MM. Kittelmann
Meyer zu Benffup
von Schmude
Sprung
Vogel
Wolfgramm
Italy
MM. Arata
Benvenuti
Brugger
Dionisi
Fassino
La Loggia
La Russa
Pozzo
Salvi
Selva
Serra
Tabladini
Netherlands
MM. Dees
Woltjer
Zijlstra
MM.
Lord
Mr.
Lord
MM.
l. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in brackets.
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RECOMMENDATION 573
on the WEU Insfirutu for Security Studies
The Assembly,
(i) Noting with satisfaction that the WEU Institute for Security Studies has successfully accomplished
the tasks assigned to it since its creation;
(ii) Sressing the importance of the activities of the Institute for the emergence of a European awareness
of security and defence questions;
(iii) Welcoming the vital r6le played by the Institute in the development of relations with the Central and
Eastern European countries, associate partners of WEU;
(iv) Noting with interest the initiatives taken by the Institute to make WEU and other European organi-
sations aware of the problems of the Mediterranean and the Maghreb;
(v) Welcoming the fact that the Institute's expertise was called upon in the context of the International
Conference on Peace in former Yugoslavia, thus demonsfrating the reputation enjoyed by the Institute
among European research institutes;
(vi) Stressing the Institute's active policy of openness towards European countries seeking membership
of the European Union and WEU;
(vii) Noting that the enlargement of WEU entails an increase in the Institute's responsibilities towards
new membeis, associate members, associate partners and observers, but that there has been no adjustment
of the Institute's means to meet this new situation;
(vili) Noting that the present structure of the Institute is not such as to be able to meet all expectations ari-
sing from enlargement and from the emergence of a new European security and defence identity;
(ix) Recalling the declaration of the WEU member countries, annexed to the Maastricht Treaty, in which
the Council undertook to study "the ftansformation of the WEU Institute into a European security and
defence academy";
(x) Recalling Recommendatton 474, requesting the Council to "take no measutes that may involve
relations between the new institute and the Assembly without securing the latter's prior agreement";
(xi) Regretting that the Assembly may not always be in a position to take advantage of closer and more
direct co-operation with the Institute, to their mutual benefit,
RBcoruuBNns rHAr rrm CouNcIl-
1. Consider fonhwith the Institute's transformation into a European security and defence academy, in
accordance with the Council's own wishes as expressed in 1991;
2. Encourage member countries to resume holding advanced European defence study sessions, with
the support ofthe Institute, and to ensure the continuity of such sessions;
3. Provide the Institute with appropriate means for handling the increase in its requirements and acti-
vities stemming from the enlargement of WEU and the development of relations with countries seeking
membership of the European Union and with the Mediterranean countries;
4. Redeflne, as necessary, the tasks of the Institute assigned to it at the time of its creation and adapt
them to the new European situation in view of whatever changes may result from the 1996 intergovern-
mental conference;
5. Permit the development of co-operation between the Institute and the Assembly, without the former
having to request the permission of the Council on each occasion in order to respond to a request for infor-
mation or collaboration from the Assembly;
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6. Ask the Institute to make declassified versions of its studies available to the Assembly and ensure
that, in its work, it takes account of the Assembly's point of view on topics of common interest;
7. Associate the Assembly with the process of examining the ftansformation of the Institute into an
academy, and, if necessary, establish procedures for close co-operation between the latter and the Assem-
bly with a view to achieving the openness and transparency necessary for fostering European awareness
of security and defence matters.
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ORDER 94
on the drafi of a new booklct on Western European Union
' The Assembly,
O Recalling Orders 75 and 84;(iil Noting the information report on the draft of a new booklet on Western European Union submitted
by its Committee for Parliamentary and Public Relations;
(iiil Considering that this text is an appropriate basis for the general information of parliamentarians and
the wider public in member, associate member, associate partner and observer countries,
INvtres rrs Corrurrren ron Peru-rer"txreRv eNp PusLIc ReI-ATIoNs
1. To ensure that, with the aid of national delegations, a booklet on the report submitted is publi-
shed in the languages of the WEU member states, associate members, associate partners and observers;
2. To ensure that the text of this booklet is brought up to date regularly and in the event of major
developments in WEU prior to its publication.
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RECOMMEI\DATION 574
on WEU'y relations with Russia
The Assembly,
(i) Considering the importance of the Russian Federation, the main successor to the Soviet Union as a
world power, for the management of international relations and in particular for the establishment of an
order of stability, security and peace at world and European level;
(ii) Gratifled that Russia is no longer a threat to the security of Western Europe, but recalling neverthe-
less that, in terms of conventional and nuclear armaments, it is still the greatest military power in Europe
and still has the largest army and the highest defence budget of all the countries of Europe;
(iii) Recalling that after the withdrawal of the last military units from the states of Central Europe, Rus-
sia still maintains troops in at least ten member countries in the Commonwealth of Independent States(crs);
(iv) Considering that the Russian Federation is, on the one hand, at a difficult juncture in the consolida-
tion of its internal political, economic and social situation and, on the other hand, at a stage where it is defi-
ning its rOle in the world with particular regard to its place in a new security architecture in Europe;
(v) Convinced that such a security architecture in Europe is inconceivable without the participation of
the Russian Federation in the process of concerting approaches in the various international bodies desti-
ned to strengthen confidence, stability and collective security, particularly in the framework of the CSCE,
NACC and the partnership for peace;
(vi) Also convinced that the improvement in the domestic economic situation in Russia is an important
factor for strengthening political stability and security on the Eurasian continent;
(vii) Believing it essential to consolidate democracy and respect for human rights in Russia;
(viii) Calling consequently for the conditions to be created without delay for Russia to be associated with
the work of the appropriate international organisations for economic and financial co-operation;
(ix) Wishing relations between the Russian Federation and European authorities and countries par-
ticipating in the process of European integration to be governed by the principle of partnership and
co-operation;
(x) Welcoming, therefore, the conclusion of an agreement of partnership and co-operation between the
European Union and Russia;
(xi) Believing that WEU as defence component of the European Union and European pillar of the
Atlantic Alliance must also improve its relations with the Russian Federation;
(xii) Convinced that the new relations with Russia should result in a pennanent system for information,
dialogue and consultation and also co-operation in specific areas of mutual interest;
(xiii) Emphasising the importance of establishing contacts and dialogue between the WEU Assembly and
the two chambers of the Russian parliament;
(xiv) Consequently welcoming the re-establishment of a regular interparliamentary dialogue in the
framework of these new relations;
(xv) Stressing the importance of the controlled dismantlement of nuclear and chemical armaments on
Russian territory and that of the CIS in conformity with the international treaties in force;
(ni) Concerned at the dangers that might stem from possible shortcomings in the control of Russian
nuclear arms and the clandestine trffic of Russian nuclear material abroad;
(ruir) Insisting that all activities in crisis-management and the maintenance and re-establishment of peace
in crisis areas in the territory of the CIS should be conducted in conformity with the rules fixed by the Uni-
ted Nations and the CSCE and in co-ordination with those bodies;
(xviii) Also wishing the appropriate western organisations and their member countries to show greater rea-
diness in providing assistance in maintaining or re-establishing peace in the crisis areas mentioned above;
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(xix) Calling the attention of the Council in particular to the consequences of present developments in the
Caucasus and in the Turkish-speaking republics of the CIS for the future evolution of relations between
Russia and Turkey;
(xx) Wishing WEU to start a specific dialogue with the Russian Federation for harmonising their res-
pective concepts concerning the future development of the CSCE, particularly in the light of the summit
meeting that organisation is preparing to hold in Budapest;
(xxi) Emphasising that outstanding questions between Russia and Ukraine should be settled to the satis-
faction of both sides, respecting the sovereignty and independence of each one;
(xxii) Wishing the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) to continue to develop in such a way as to
become a factor of security and stability from which all its member countries might benefit;
(xxiii) Wishing all the problems of neighbourliness between Russia and the countries that have become
associate partners of WEU to be resolved with due respect for the principles of international law and to the
satisfaction of all the partners concemed in such a way as to increase security and stability in the regions
in question;
(xxiv) Convinced that co-operation between WEU and Russia in the framework of the implementation of
the Open Skies Treaty should be a prelude to the enlargement of this co-operation to other specific areas;
(xm) Emphasising the importance of establishing close relations between the appropriate Russian
research institutes in security and defence and the WEU Institute for Security Studies,
RBcourraexos rHAr nre CouNcu-
1. Offer the Russian Federation permanent co-operation including a regular system for information,
dialogue and political consultation at ministerial level and at that of the chairmanship-in-office, the Secre-
tary-General and senior officials of the ministerial organs of WEU;
2. Determine, in co-ordination with the Russian authorities, the specific areas in which WEU might
offer the Russian Federation practical co-operation that might include questions within the purview of
WEAG and possibly space questions;
3. Offer its good offices to the Russian Federation:
(a) in its struggle against the clandestine proliferation of Russian nuclear material by creating ajoint WEU-Russia monitoring committee;
(b) for implementing the destruction of Russian arsenals of chemical weapons;
4. Offer, in co-ordination with the CSCE and using the framework of the conference on the security
pact, its good offices for facilitating the settlement of all problems of neighbourliness remaining between
the Russian Federation and certain countries that have become associate partners of WEU and which
might jeopardise security in the regions in question;
5. Encourage its Institute for Security Studies to increase its contacts and co-operation with the appro-
priate Russian research institutes in the field of security policy;
6. Establish with Ukraine and Belarus similar relations to those proposed in paragraphs 1 and 2.
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ORDER 95
on WEU's relations with Russia
The Assembly,
(i) Emphasising the importance of establishing a regular dialogue between the WEU Assembly and
the two chambers of the Russian Parliament in the framework of increasing relations between WEU and
Russia;
(ii) Consequently, wishing the contacts established between the WEU Assembly and the Russian Par-
liament on the occasion of the visit by a delegation from this parliament to Paris from 17th to 19th Octo-
ber 1994 and the visit by the Political Committee to Moscow from24thto 29th October to be followed by
the establishment of regular meetings outside plenary sessions of the Assembly,
INvnes rrs PRESTDENTTAT- CoNrNaIrres
1. To take a decision allowing the exchange of views started with the two chambers of the Russian Par-
liament to be pursued on the basis of regular meetings, specifying the regularity and ways and means of
the participation of the committees of the Assembly in such meetings;
2. To ask the President of the Assembly to transmit appropriate proposals to the Presidents of the two
chambers of the Russian Parliament;
3. To study the possibilities of establishing a similar dialogue with:
(a) the parliamentary Assembly of the CIS;
(b) the Parliament of Ukraine;
(c) the Parliament of Belarus.
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Sut'ItvIenY
1. Resumption of the session.
2. Attendance register.
3. Adoption of the minutes.
4. Examination of credentials.
5. Observers.
6. Address by Mr. Valteix, Vice-President of the Assembly.
7. Election of three Vice-Presidents of the Assembly.
8. Changes in the membership of committees.
9. Adoption of the draft order of business for the second
part of the session (Doc. 1427).
Speakr: Mr. Rodrigues.
10. The situation in Bihac (Motion for a recommendntion
with a requestfor urgent procedure, Doc. lz146).
11.. Address by Mr. Cutileiro, Secretary-General of WEU.
. Replies by Mr. Cutileiro to questions put by.'Mr. Pdcriaux,
Lord Mackie of Benshie, Mr. Roseta, Mr. [.6pez Henares,
Mr. De Decker, Mr. Martinez, Mr. Rodrigues.
1. Resumption of the session
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
-The sitting is
open.
I declare resumed the fortieth ordinary session
of the Assembly of Western European Union,
which was adjourned on 16th June 1994 at the end
of the sixth sitting.
2. Attendance register
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
-The names of
the substitutes attending this sitting which have
been notified to the President will be published
with the list of representatives appended to the
minutes of proceedings'.
3. Adoption of the minutes
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
In accordan-
ce with Rule 23 of the Rules of Procedure, the
minutes of proceedings of the previous sitting
have been distributed.
12. Amendments to the Charter and Rules of Procedure of
the Assembly in view of the creation of a status of asso-
ciate member (Vote on the drafi decision in the report of
the Comminee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges,
Doc.1416).
Speakers: Lord Finsberg (point of order), Mr. Latronico,
Lord Finsberg ( Rappo rt e ur ).
13. The situation in Bihac (Motion for a recornmendation
with a request for urgent procedure, Doc. 1446).
Speakers: Mr. De Decker, Mr. de Puig (Chnirman of the
Political Committee), Mr. Martinez (Vice-President of
the Assembly), Mr. de Puig, Mr. Blaauw (point of order),
Mr. Rodrigues (explanation of vote), Lord Mackie of
Benshie (point of order).
14. A European security policy (Presentation ofand debate
on the report of the Political Committee, Doc. 1439, and
amendments).
Speakers: Mr. Soell (Rapporteur), Mr. Rodrigues, Mr.
Bianchi, Mr. Blaauw, Mr. Antretter, Mr. Pastusiak
(Observerfrom Poland), Mr. Fassino, Lord Finsberg, Mr.
Pahor (Obsemerfrom Slovenia), Mr. Roseta.
15. Date, time and orders of the day of the next sifting.
Are there any coilrments?...
The minutes are agreed to.
4. Examination of credentials
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The next
order of the day is the examination of credentials.
ln accordance with Rule 6(1) of the Rules of
Procedure, the credentials of representatives and
substitutes have been attested by a statement of
ratification from the Parliamentary Assembly of
the Council of Europe and formally communica-
ted by the hesident of that Assembly.
I welcome our new colleagues to the session.
5. Obsemqs
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I should now
like to welcome the permanent delegations of par-
liamentary observers from those countries to
which this status has been accorded.
The sitting was opened at 3 p.m. with Mr Valleix, Vice-President of the Assembly, in the Chain
l. See page 15.
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I also welcome parliamentary observers from
Austria, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Ireland,
Kazakhstan, Malta, the Russian Federation, Slo-
venia, Sweden and Ukraine.
I welcome them to our debates, together with
members of the Permanent Council who are pre-
sent at this part-session.
6. Address by Mn Valleix,
Vbe-President of the Assembly
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Secretary-
General, to whom, as our new host, I present my
special respects, and ladies and gentlemen. Sir
Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, has
been detained in the House of Commons in Lon-
don for what, in France, we would call a vote of
confidence, and the importance of which, both for
Europe and for the United Kingdom we all recog-
nise. He will be with us tomorrow, but has asked
me to open the session in his stead, which I am
very happy to do.
I will leave it to him, when he arrives, to give
the address which traditionally opens each part-
session, however I very much wish today to wel-
come among us the new Secretary-General,
Mr. Cutileiro, to whom I offer, on all our behall
our warmest congratulations on his appointment
to the office just entrusted to him. We also wish
him every success at this extremely important
time for WEU and Europe.
I am also taking advantage of this opportunity to
thank his predecessor, Mr. van Eekelen, whom we
remember with great esteem, friendship and reco-
gnition for the intense work he did in the last few
years guiding WEU along difficult paths and
shouldering particularly dedicated responsibili-
ties. We have all appreciated his successful hand-
ling of WEU's r6le and rnissions, involving its
complete ftansformation, in these difficult times.
It is his work that enables us to take on our res-
ponsibilities today.
I should also like to welcome the delegations of
observers, of whom, we are pleased to note, there
is a greater number than usual.
Apart from the present nine members, fifteen
countries are now associated with WEU in diffe-
rent ways and the number of members of six of
them has been doubled 
- 
an immediate indication
of the Assembly's intention to open wide its doors
to the new associate partners, even before having
been able to adopt a status for them.
We have also invited Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhs-
tan, Slovenia, Malta and the three countries which
have just decided to join the European Union to
be represented here. We are delighted that all have
accepted the principle and we welcome their dele-
gations.
The enlargement of the Assembly, as I have
said, raises a number of logistical diffrculties and
presents certain physical problems of adjustment.
I would ask you, ladies and gentlemen, to bear
with the inconveniences they cause. We have ffied
to release a few offices for observer delegations.
You may be sure that considerable improvements
will soon be made.
Without wishing to encroach on the speech to
be made by our President, Sir Dudley Smith,
tomorrow morning, I should quickly like to make
three points which I feel are fundamental in this
connection.
The flrst relates to what I shall call the specula-
tion which abounds today over what has come to
be known as the European security architecture.
This is, as we are all aware, an exffemely complex
construction, since it involves a Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe in juxtaposi-
tion with a proposed stability pact, a NATO of
what are, in some cases, uncertain boundaries and
responsibilities, a WEU still seeking to find and
establish its way and an increasing number of
bilateral and multilateral regional agreements
containing a wide variety of provisions.
I feel that these convoluted arrangements are
becoming extremely dangerous for peace in
Europe and the security of our continent as they
constantly give rise to confusion 
- 
to say nothing
of the incomprehension of the man in the street 
-
between two fundamental and, in my opinion,
frighteningly confusing notions, that of security
and that, scarcely mentionable now, of defence
and yet the two are profoundly different. How-
ever given the position as regards forces and
armaments in the world today, particularly on the
southern and eastern fringes ofEurope, we cannot
sweep aside the concern that has dominated our
history over the last half century 
- 
i.e. to have a
defence. system effective against all forms of
aggresslon.
WEU and NATO have, each in their own way,
been the instruments of our co-operation in defen-
ce matters and must remain so, since they alone
are founded on ffeaties binding their signatories to
participation in a joint defence.
Obviously, a stability pact would constitute a
major guarantee of the security of Europe as a
whole.
The CSCE has proved to be a useful instrument
for d6tente, understanding and co-operation bet-
ween Eastern and Western European countries
and can play a leading r6le in establishing a col-
lective security system. However neither is able,
at present, to take the place of the defensive
alliances, any more than the latter ought to be
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watered down by vague references to security that
ill conceal the powerlessness to which they would
be reduced in the event of a crisis.
Drawing on these considerations, I would like
to make a second point. We are enthusiastically
wrapped up 
- 
and a good thing that is, too, for the
years atread 
- 
in the prospects of enlargement now
opening up to WEU and other European organisa-
tions. An overly institutional vision of the infinite
complexity of the situation in Europe today and
an excessively geometric conception of Europe's
future, might lead some to favour either NAIO
members or those of the European Union, when it
comes to opening up WEU's doors to them and
shutting those same doors to countries which, for
reasons unrelated to joint defence are not called
upon to join either NATO or the European Com-
munity in the near future. In other words these
institutional preferences have little to do with stra-
tegic, military or even budgetary aspects.
Let us not forget that the Maasricht Treaty has
done nothing to jeopardise WEU's autonomy. Our
organisation is fully independent and its missions
are clearly defined in defence matters. Let us look
more closely at WEU's specific responsibilities
and then let us consider the r6le that each country
can and wishes to play in a European defence if
called upon to accede to the modified Brussels
Treaty, the place it occupies on the strategic map
of Europe, the means it has at its disposal for par-
ticipating in a collective defence and the will it
demonstrates to defend itself and in doing so also
to defend its neighbours. These are, I think, the
essential criteria when considering candidates for
a defensive alliance. Any other considerations are
likely to lead us towards dividing rather than uni-
ting Europe, towards weakening rather than buil-
ding peace, towards compromising joint security
instead of guaranteeing it.
This point leads on to a third. All of our coun-
tries demonstrate in varying degrees an immode-
rate propensity to cash in 
- 
this must be reflected
in all our countries 
- 
on the dividends produced
by peace and d6tente by reducing their defence
budgets in large and at times drastic measure. We
can see this across all our countries, the excep-
tions are very rare. It would be legitimate if such
reductions did not jeopardise the maintenance of
an adequate defence capability. Yet many coun-
tries have now crossed the critical threshold
beyond which modern defence is no longer achie-
vable. Europe should enable us to pool our
strengths 
- 
such at any rate is the aim the WEU
countries have set themselves. However it must
not become the means of compounding weak-
nesses, of watering down responsibilities, of dis-
guising the weakness of each. It is essential, in
order for WEU to play its rightful r6le, that all
member countries take advantage of the dawning
economic recovery difficult though this may be in
terms of public opinion, to acquire the means of
enabling them to comply with the commitment
they undertook in signing Article V of the modi-
fied Brussels Treaty and maintain the necessary
armed forces and equipment to enable them to
participate effectively in a collective defence.
I put these thoughts before you ladies and gent-
lemen before our President goes more deeply into
his own tomorrow. I very much wished to make
these few points to you at the opening ofa session
during which the problems raised by the enlarge-
ment of WEU and the establishment of a Euro-
pean security system will be discussed at length;
they constitute the main thrust of our agenda. I
hope clarity will be the hall-mark of their discus-
slon.
Because, ladies and genflemen, the use of a
European institution and in particular WEU, our
specifically defence instinrtion, must be targeted
beyond the calmer world of today and its appear-
ances of peace and keep us in a position to ensure
the real defence of each of our countries taken
individually and of Europe understood in the
enlarged and democratic sense. That is what I
have been trying to say and that is the direction in
which the work we are now to do should be
aimed.
7. Election of three We-Prcsidents
of the Assembly
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The next
order of the day is the election of three Vice-Pre-
sidents of the Assembly.
Rule 10 of the Rules of Procedure provides that
proposals for candidatures for Vice-Presidents
shall each be sponsored in writing by three or
more representatives. Representatives who are
members of a national government may not be
members of the Bureau.
Also, Rule 7(1) lays down that substitutes may
not be elected to the Bureau of the Assembly.
Three candidates have been properly sponsored.
In alphabetical order they are: Mrs. Err, Mr. Fas-
sino and Mr. Miguel Angel Martinez.
I propose that these nominations be approved by
the Assembly by acclamation.
Is there any objection to the election of these
Vice-Presidents by acclamation?...
I note that the Assembly is unanimous.
I accordingly declare the following elected
Vice-Presidents, in this order of precedence:
Mr. Martinez, Mrs. Err, Mr. Fassino.
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8. Changes in the membership of committees
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
-In accordance
with Rule 40(6) of the Rules of Procedure I invite
the Assembly to agree to the proposed changes in
membership of committees contained in Notice
No. 7, which has already been distributed.
Is there any opposition? ...
The changes are agreed to.
9. Adoption of the draft order of business
for the second part of the forticth ordinary sessian
(Doc. 1427)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The next
order of the day is the adoption of the draft order
ofbusiness for the second part ofthe fortieth ordi-
nary session of the Assembly, Document 1421.
Is there any opposition to this draft order of
business?...
Mr. RODRIGUES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-I have something to say about the draft order of
business. I was surprised t'o see that it does not
contain a request for urgent debate on the situa-
tion in Bosnia. At previous sessions important
issues have been included for urgent debate, and I
thought the draft order of business would have
included such a debate on the situation in Bosnia.
Just a glance at this week's newspapers in all the
capitals of Europe is enough reason to find it sur-
prising for our organisation, the Assembly of
WEU, concerned as it is with security in Europe,
not to be addressing so serious a matter.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Thank you
for speaking, Mr. Rodrigues. You are slightly
atread of me, since I shall soon be submitting a
request for urgent procedure relating to this sub-ject to the Assembly. May I, with your permis-
sion, go on with our present business and deal
with this request for urgent procedure for a debate
on the situation in former Yugoslavia after the
next order of the day.
Is there no further objection to the draft order of
business?...
The draft order of business is adopted.
We have a panicularly full prografirme of busi-
ness for this part-session. I therefore propose to
the Assembly, in accordance with Rule 34 of the
Rules of Procedure, that in all our debates there
should be a time-limit of five minutes for each
speaker, apart from the chairmen and rapporteurs
of committees.
May I remind you that, in accordance with the
same rule, this proposal must be decided by the
Assembly without debate.
Is there any objection?...
The time-limit is agreed to.
10. The situation in Bihac
(Motion for a recorn nendalian wilh a request
tor urgent procedure, Doc. 1446)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Mr. De Dec-
ker, on behalf of the Liberal Group, has tabled a
motion for a recommendation on the situation in
Bihac, with a request for urgent procedure, Docu-
ment 14/16. This motion has been distributed.
In accordance with Rule ,14(2) of the Rules of
Procedure, I propose that the Assembly consider
this request immediately after the vote on the draft
decision on amendments to the Charter and Rules
of Procedure of the Assembly in view of the crea-
tion of a status of associate member.
Is there any objection? ...
That is agreed to.
11. AMress by Mn Cutileiro,
S e cr e tary - G e ne ral of W EU
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The next
order of the day is the address by Mr. Cutileiro
who has succeeded Mr. van Eekelen as Secretary-
General of WEU.
Before I welcome Mr. Cutileiro and give him
the floor, may I draw colleagues' attention to the
fact that later this afternoon we must hold a roll-
call vote on a proposal to amend the Assembly's
Charter. A roll-call vote cannot take place unless
more than half the representatives or substitutes
have signed the attendance register.
I therefore urge members to sign the register.
I shall now address a few brief words on behalf
of you all to our Secretary-General.
For obvious reasons, Secretary-General, this is
your first occasion to speak to the Assembly. I am
especially glad to welcome you, exactly one fort-
night after your appointment, on which we hearti-
ly congratulate you. I hope that your arrival here
will usher in a new period of cordial and fruitful
relations between the Council and the Assembly
of WEU.
Above everything else your task will be to pre-
pare and implement the decision that the intergo-
vernmental conference will be taking in 1996, in
the fields that are the responsibility of our organi-
sation. This means defining the r6le of WEU and
its new relationship with both the European Union
and NATO, which will not be easy to do 
- 
but it
will be an exciting mission.
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You are especially well groomed for such a task
by virtue of your professional experience, which
has led you 
- 
I do not think I am betraying any
confidences 
- 
from teaching social anthropology
in the most famous British universities to a diplo-
matic career which brought you in 1986 to the
political leadership of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of your country, Portugal.
After serving as ambassador in Pretoria, you
were responsible for co-ordinating the European
Community Conference on Yugoslavia, chaired
by Lord Carrington which initiated you into all
the difficult secrets of one of the most serious
matters ever dealt with by WEU and one which
unfortunately is likely to remain central to its acti-
vities for a long time to come. You then headed
the analysis and forecasting department of your
ministry, at the same time acting as special adviser
to your minister.
Thus, and I am speaking now to you, ladies and
gentlemen, there is every reason to hope that the
arrival of Mr. Cutileiro as Secretary-General will
see the beginning of a new period in the history of
WEU that will help Europe to sfrengthen its r6le
and to assume greater responsibility both in the
field of its own defence 
- 
and therefore its dignity
and the protection of democracy 
- 
and in the field
of collective security in Europe, and at the same
time assist WEU to acquire the resources it needs
to do all this.
It is therefore with great and friendly interest
that we shall listen, Secretary-General, to what
you have to say.
Mr. CUTILEIRO (Secretary-General of WEU)
(Translation). 
- 
Mr. President, members of the
Assembly of Western European Union, members
of the Permanent Council, ladies and gentlemen,
allow me first to thank the President for his kind
words. It is a great honour for me to be asked to
address your Assembly as the successor to
Mr. van Eekelen, to whom, Mr. President, I shall
be delighted to pass on your friendly message.
I find myself 
- 
albeit rather suddenly 
- 
reaping
the fruits of the firm resolve shown by your pre-
decessors to enlarge Western European Union to
the Iberian Peninsula. Perhaps too, it is an unex-
pected consequence of the mission given to me at
the time by the Portuguese Government to nego-
tiate my country's accession to the modified Brus-
sels Treaty.
Now that I am Secretary-General of an organi-
sation whose successful reactivation was due in
large part to the remarkable political astuteness
and unfailing dedication of Ambassador Cahen
and Mr. van Eekelen, I shall have the privilege of
being one of your spokesmen in the institutional
dialogue between the Council and the Assembly.
Let me assure you that I am fully aware of my res-
ponsibilities towards you, the elected representa-
tives of the peoples of Europe. [n your national
parliaments, you give your views on the direction
and resourcing ofyour countr5l's national defence
policies. In other words, you play a key r6le in
determining their contribution to the major task of
constructing Europe's defence dimension.
In the years preceding the decision to reactivate
WEU, it was the WEU Assembly which kept alive
the debate on European security and defence. At
each stage of this reactivation, your Assembly
explored and analysed in depth key subjects such
as annaments co-operation, observation satellites
and anti-missile defence. You have deliberated at
length on the future of European security and on
the development of its structures.
You have opened the way for dialogue with
Central and Eastern Europe. You will shortly have
to determine what status is to be given to the asso-
ciate partners within your Assembly. I hope that it
will be similar to that of the associate members,
on which you will soon be voting. This session
also illusfrates the importance of your input to the
dialogue with Russia. Moreover, you have initi-
ated proposals through your recommendations
which have often stimulated the Council's discus-
sions.
Our task, therefore, is to continue along this
road, to co-operate and to bring as much clarity as
possible to the debate on political and operational
objectives, based on the texts adopted in Noord-
wijk. We must also be mindful of the complemen-
tary nature of our initiatives when it comes to
informing public opinion and the media.
Our geographical proximity will facilitate mee-
tings in Brussels, at the invitation of the Perma-
nent Council, or in Paris if you so wish. I think it
will be beneficial to hold joint meetings between
your committees and the Permanent Council on
clearly defined topics. As 1996 beckons, this
surely makes sense. Like my predecessors,I am at
your rapporteurs' disposal to help them in their
work and I am ready to attend any hearings which
your committees might wish to convene. The
many subjects which you are to debate this week
testify to the synergy that already exists and I
frmly believe that we can develop it even further.
Parliamentary dialogue on all aspects of European
security is vital if we are to generate true grass-
roots support for the common European defence
project.
(The speaker continued in English)
The adoption by the Council of the Noordwijk
declaration of 14th November is a new step for-
ward in that respect. The year 1995 will be a cru-
cial one for WEU in that respect. The preliminary
conclusions on the formulation of a common
European defence policy represent the basis for
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further elaboration of the concept of security and
defence which the European Union needs. That
concept will endow the CFSP, the common foreign
and security policy, with a military potential and
thus enhance the credibility of the Union's preven-
tive diplomacy, as well as its joint initiatives.
On that basis, WEU is expected to contribute to
the preparation for the 1996 intergovernmental
conference a comprehensive statement of a com-
mon European defence policy and conclusions of
an institutional nature based on the review of
WEU itself. In parallel, the Council "at 24" will
have to reflect on the changing conditions of
European security. A satisfactory outcome of this
substantive work might be endorsed at the highest
political level before the intergovernmental
conference starts its proceodings.
These broad tasks for the future operations in
which WEU is now involved reflect both the
achievements and the shortcomings of the present
stage in the development of its operational r6le.
Operation Sharp Guard symbolises the will to co-
operate fully with NAIO to reinforce the principle
of complementarity, while avoiding unnecessary
duplication and futile institutional competition.
Like you, Mr. President, I hope that the Europeans
will strive together to resolve the present difficul-
ties facing these operations.
The convening of a joint WEU-NATO Council
in Brussels next week is a positive sign, which I
welcome. We shall also have to draw all the
conclusions from that episode, as it clearly
impacts on the collective definition of our future
operational needs.
The Danube operation, based on three memo-
randa of understanding between WEU, Hungary,
Romania and Bulgaria, shows that there is much
scope for innovative forms of co-operation with
the associate partners, especially as regards the
missions defined in the Petersberg declaration. It
illustrates our common goal of security through
participation in the definition of the emerging
European security policy.
Finally, Mostar is the first instance of a mandate
being given by the European Union to WEU, and
for that reason it is essential to carry it out to the
full without delay. WEU is developing its opera-
tional dimension beyond purely defensive requi-
rements. It must prove its efficiency across the
board.
Although some may describe the Mostar and
Danube operations as micro-operations, they have
exercised to the full the existing operational
mechanisms of WEU and its Planning Cell. The
lessons are drawn every day. Given the political
will, WEU could readily increase its capabilities
on that basis in the very near future without cal-
ling for the allocation of excessive financial and
human resources.
WEU's priority for the next two years is to
continue tirelessly to develop its operational r6le.
Both the European Union and the alliance need a
strong WEU. Recent developments in former
Yugoslavia have reinforced the point.
Another priority for WEU will be to address the
issue of our relations with the new members of the
European Union and how to renew the invitation
contained in the Maastricht declaration to their
advantage.
The third aspect of our joint efforts is needed
both in this hemicycle and around the Council
table in Brussels. The Council will continue to
pay great attention to its peripheral diplomacy vis-
h-vis Russia and Ukraine to the east and North
Africa to the south.
Finally, I shall endeavour to strengthen the
Secretariat and Planning Cell as the main support
bodies for the Council and to ensure the opera-
tional future of the Torrej6n Satellite Centre. As
regards the Institute for Security Studies, we shall
be faced with the challenge preparing for its gra-
dual transition to a European security and defence
academy.
In conclusion, I should like to express the wish
that the work of your Assembly committees will
focus on the form and content of the European
defence policy and the specific r6le that the
Assembly should and could play in the future.
I look forward to following your session and to
working with you in the coming years to promote
the process of European construction in the field
of security and defence.
(The speaker continued in French)
(Translation). In accordance with long-
standing tradition, the Secretary-General must
now answer your questions. You will understand
that, having been in my new post for barely a
week,I will not be able to go into too much tech-
nical detail. But this exchange does provide an
excellent opportunity to initiate the dialogue bet-
ween us and, for my part, to gain a better insight
into your main concerns.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Secretary-
General, we shall certainly be asking you ques-
tions.
May I begin by thanking you for your address,
which you had very little time to prepare, having
taken up office only very recently. You said, if we
understood rightly, that you are assuming your
responsibilities straightaway, taking us as we are,
with all our problems, projects and ambitions.
You mentioned a number of our current pro-
grammes and policies saying you have the firm
intention of developing them.
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So we thank you for bending so energetically
and quickly to the task 
- 
we sense your perfect
readiness to do so 
- 
and we are delighted to have
the benefit of your well-known strength of cha-
racter. It will help the WEU executive and us, the
parliamentary Assembly, to pull together not just
where good intentions are concerned but also in
political will. This will be absolutely vital in the
years ahead. If Europe wishes to maintain its
dignity and command respect, it must be strong
and organised, with defence being one facet of its
digniry. We count on you to help us so that, all
together, we are able to achieve our cofiImon
resolve. I am sure you realise what that resolve is.
Thank you, Secretary-General, for being kind
enough to answer questions from the floor. This will
give us the benefiq not necessarily of the fruit of
your imagination, but of your knowledge of the
problems involved. It will certainly be enlightening.
I call Mr. P6criaux.
Ivtr. pECRf AIJX (Belgium) (Translation). 
-
Secretary-General, on behalf of my colleagues in
the Socialist Group of which I have the honour to
be Chairman, may I say that we have taken good
note of your wish for dialogue and for direct
involvement in the study of the many projects
before us at a time when everything is changing.
Please be assured you have the co-operation and
participation of all my colleagues.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Thank you
for this statement, which accurately conveys our
sense of responsibility.
I call Lord Mackie of Benshie.
Lord MACKIE of BENSHIE (United King-
dom). 
- 
Secretary-General, first let me congratu-
late you on your appointment and, secondly, let
me sympathise with you, because you have an
enonnous task and I know that you will carry it
out as best you can. I trust and hope that you will
have more political will behind you than has been
evident in the past from some or all the govern-
ments in WEU. My question bears heavily on the
present appalling situation we are to discuss later.
How many of the troops that General Rose asked
for when he was appointed have actually been
delivered? If I remember rightly, he first asked for
20 000 troops and then was forced to scale down
his request to 9 000. How many have been delive-
red to him, of what quality are they, and where do
they come from?
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call the
Secretary-General.
Mr. CUTILEIRO (Secretary-General of WEU).
- 
As far as I am concerned, your logic is simple. I
do not know; you had better ask the United
Nations as I have no precise figures to give you. If
I may make a small comment, I wonder whether
the numbers matter very much in any case.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
We shall, of
course, have an opportunity to talk about this
again.
I call Mr. Roseta.
Mr. ROSETA (Ponugal) (Translation). 
- 
First I
would like to congratulate the Secretary-General
on his election, not only because he is the frst of
my compatriots to be elected secretary-general of
a European organisation, but also because he is a
person of great intelligence and competence, with
wide experience over many years, much of which
was highlighted by our President, Mr. Valleix, in
his opening speech.
Clearly on this occasion it would be difficult for
him, so soon after taking up his post, to speak on
a wide range of matters, but I am confident that
we will soon be hearing his views in committees
and in the plenary session.
However I must say that in his speech the Secre-
tary-General has already touched upon questions
of fundamental importance for our organisation,
demonsfrating, it must be said, a great political
will for dialogue with this Assembly and its com-
mittees.
Finally, I would like to say that in my view it is
important that matters relating to the South, by
which I mean security in the Mediterranean,
should be dealt with on the same footing as matters
affecting our security in other areas of Europe.
Consequently I would like the Secretary-Gen-
eral to expand on the reference he made in his
speech and confirm, if such be the case, his inter-
est in, and willingness to deal with, matters of
security in the Mediterranean from a global, rather
than a purely military perspective, as reflected in
reports and recommendations approved by this
Assembly.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call the
Secretary-General.
Mr. CUTILEIRO (Secretary-General of WEU)
(Translation). 
- 
I shall not speak in Portuguese,
because I could not answer in all the languages
spoken in this Assembly. I shall just keep to the
two official languages.
Security policy in the Mediterranean is an
important issue, referred to in the Noordwijk
declaration. We shall continue to consider it one
ofthe key aspects ofEuropean security.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). I call
Mr. L6pez Henares.
tlr. tOpgzHENARES ( Spain) (Translation). 
-
May I, Secretary-General, warmly congratulate
you on your election and join in the words of wel-
come addressed to you.
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In your speech, you quoted individual, but very
specific, examples of joint WEU action. If we
really wish to make Western European Union the
instrument of European defence, we will natural-
ly have to make it a far more ambitious organisa-
tion. You said yourself that its capabilities needed
to be increased. Here the 1996 intergovernmental
conference sets a major challenge because it is
there that the future will be decided. As Secretary-
General, is it your intention to put a secretariat
team immediately to work on a study of all the
problems facing WEU with an eye to making its
action far more ambitious as a joint European
defence organisation?
Do you envisage a body with a joint and general
standpoint, not just that of one or two countries?
Your secretariat is ideal for the purpose. Is it your
immediate intention to set up a unit to study and
propose conscientiously, with the necessary docu-
ments in support, the possibilities in terms of a
cornmon defence for WEU?
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call the
Secretary-General.
Mr. CUTILEIRO (Secretary-General of WEU)
(Translation). 
- 
Thank you for your kind words,
Mr.L6pez Henares.
This is work that is being done all the time; the
political leaders are currently working on these
security and defence problems. However, we do
not for the moment envisage setting up a special
unit. My answer is therefore that we are studying
this matter now, in all its complexity. You can rely
on us 
- 
I cannot speak for the Council 
- 
and you
can be sure that the secretariat is currently dealing
with the matter and will continue to look for a
solution. But as for a special unit to try to solve it,
I do not think so 
- 
not for the moment.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). I call
Mr. De Decker.
Mr. De DECKER (Belgium) (Translation).- On
behalf of the Liberal Group I should like to wel-
come you, Mr. Cutileiro, to this Assembly in your
new capacity. Your reputation has gone before
you. First there was your r6le in Ponugal's acces-
sion to WEU, and then the remarkable job you did
alongside Lord Carrington when the distressing
Yugoslav crisis broke out.
I have no questions to ask you. We do however
count on you to make the best possible prepara-
tions for the 1996 conference. There is too little
time between now and then to build up any expe-
rience of a common foreign and security policy as
decided at Maastricht, which is now only in its
very beginnings.
We also count on you to ensure consistency in
WEU's enlargement policy. For the time being,
we see too great an enthusiasm for, and also great
disorder in, enlargement policies, whether in
WEU, the Atlantic Alliance or the European
Union. We have a kind of feeling that enlargement
policies are replacing policies for deepening the
construction of Europe. It is, of course, an easy
line to take vis-d-vis public opinion. However, as
far as we are concerned, as politicians, rest assu-
red that we shall be alert and not taken in.
Lastly, we count on you to ensure that WEU is
effective in the action it takes. It is now five years
since the removal of the iron curtain; Europe is in
disorder, and many countries of the European,
Asian and even African continents are in crisis.
We have to show we are effective. We have had
enough talking; now we want things done.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Do you wish
to speak, Secretary-General?
Mr. CUTILEIRO (Secretary-General of WEU)
(Translation). 
- 
No, Mr. President. I simply
wished to thank Mr. De Decker.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Martinez.
Mr. MARTINEZ (Spain). 
- 
I welcome the
Secretary-General in my capacity as Chairman of
the Spanish Delegation on behalf of all members
of that delegation. As everyone knows, there was
a Spanish candidate for that function, who would
also have made a very good Secretary-General,
but the appointment has now been made and we
are happy to receive among us a Secretary-Gen-
eral whom I regard as both an Iberian compatriot
and a European compahiot.
We have known Mr. Cutileiro not only in the
capacity that has been mentioned but also as a
very able Portuguese ambassador to the Council
of Europe in Strasbourg. Both there and here,
people know him as a committed European who
favours human rights, by which I mean the values
which our project should identify in terms of
security. That is why I want to assure him of the
Spanish Delegation's full support.
Finally, I sffess what Mr. De Decker said. I
believe that it is imponant to deepen and consoli-
date the European construction process in terms
of security and defence, but that cannot be done at
the cost of enlarging it. Like the Spaniards, the
Portuguese have benefited from enlargement. We
know what it is like to be outside and to wish to be
accepted as members. All the countries and
peoples of Europe should enjoy that right. Having
known what it is like to be outside and to join and
therefore benefit from the security which others
can grant, the Secretary-General will also be sen-
sitive to that problem and will thus contribute to
enlargement of WEU.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call the
Secretary-General.
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- 
I simply thank the head of the Spanish Delega-
tion for his warm words.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Rodrigues.
Mr. RODRIGUES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-I would like to say how gratifying it is to have
Mr. Cutileiro here as Secretary-General of WEU.
I have had the honour of knowing him for
almost half a century; I have followed his career, I
am aware of his capabilities and I am conscious of
his potential.
His action in the crisis in former Yugoslavia, not
at the very beginning, but in the very early stages,
arouses in us the hope that in the infinitely more
difficult tasks he will have to face 
- 
Herculean
tasks I might say 
- 
the Secretary-General will be
as successful as the Greek hero himself.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Secretary-General.
Mr. CUTILEIRO (Secretary-General of WEU)(Translation). I should like to thank
Mr. Rodrigues for his very kind words.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
There are no
more members down to speak.
Thank you, Secretary-General, for answering
the questions raised by those who spoke following
your address. You will have observed the Assem-
bly's impatience to start work with you on this
important topic of the defence of free Europe, a
Europe which needs to rally together and at the
same time preserve its will, spirit and capacity to
defend itself.
12. Amendments to the Charter and Rules of
Procedure of the Assembly in viaw
of the creation of a status of associate member
(Vote on the bafi decisian in the report of the
Cornrnittee on Rulcs of Procedure and Privileges,
Doc. 1416)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The next
order of the day is the vote on the draft decision
contained in the report of the Committee on Rules
of Procedure and Privileges on amendments to the
Charter and Rules of Procedure in view of the
creation of a status of associate member, Docu-
ment 1416.
The Assembly will recall that we debated this
report, presented by Lord Finsberg, during the last
part-session, on the afternoon of Wednesday
15th June. The draft decision contained in the
report proposes an amendment to the charter of
the Assembly and, therefore, under Rule 36 of the
Rules of Procedure, an absolute majority of the
Assembly's membership is required. A roll-call
vote was therefore necessary.
Under Rule 37 of the Rules of Procedure, no
decision by roll-call can be lhken unless more
than half the representatives or substitutes have
signed the register of attendance. Unfornrnately,
the necessary quorum of 55 was not present on the
two occasions when this draft decision was consi-
dered by the Assembly during the last part-ses-
sron.
As a result, according to the rules, the matter
stood referred to the Presidential Committee,
which decided that the text should be put to the
vote at this part-session.
As the matter has already been debated, we pro-
ceed straight to the vote on the draft decision to
which no amendments have been tabled.
However, Mr. Latronico from the Italian Dele-
gation has asked leave to refer the report on
amendments to the Charter and Rules of Proce-
dure of the Assembly in view of the creation of a
status of associate member, Document 1416, back
to the Committee on Rules of Procedure and Pri-
vileges. Under Rules 33(1) and 32(7\, he has a
prior right to speak for five minutes in support of
his motion. Debate on the main question will be
suspended while we discuss Mr. Latronico's
motion. If the motion is agreed to, the Assembly
will immediately proceed to the next item on the
agenda. In the debate on the motion to refer the
report back to the committee, after the mover I
may call only one speaker against and then the
chairman or rapporteur of any committee concer-
ned, in accordance with Rule 33(3); and each
speaker is limited to five minutes.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
On a
point of order. I should like to submit to you, Mr.
President, that we cannot proceed in this way.
There are two rules that make that clear. First, col-
leagues should look at Rule 14. I want to be as
precise as I can because the ranslation of what I
am saying is extremely important. Paragraph 2 of
Rule 14 states: "In between sessions or part-ses-
sions and subject to subsequent ratification by the
Assembly, the hesidential Committee shall take
all such measures as it considers necessary for the
activities of the Assembly to be properly carried
on."
That covers all eventualities not catered for in
the existing rules 
- 
it is a generality.
However, Rule 37(3) states: "Any matter on
which it has not been possible to vote before the
end of the part-session in the absence of a quorum
shall be referred to the Presidential Committee,
which shall decide whether the text should be put
to the vote at the next part-session of the Assem-
bly or referred back to committee."
It states: "which shall decide whether the text
should be put to the vote". That covers a specific
matter. It is not possible for that to be referred
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back to the committee 
- 
the time for that was
when we concluded the debate. We have already
tried to vote twice. Under the rules it is not pos-
sible for the matter to be referred back.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
This debate is
something of a case as a doctor or a lawyer would
say, but our Rules of Procedure are there to be
applied. We do not contest the debate which is to
be held today and which is properly included in the
orders of the day. Let me, however, say two things.
In the first place, it must be understood that the
Presidential Committee acts solely on behalf of
the parliamentary Assembly as its delegate. If any
objection is raised its decisions must be approved
by the Assembly.
In the second place, under the Rules of Proce-
dure, the motion to refer back to committee is nor-
mal and has priority. Thus it has no effect on the
procedure for the vote to be held in our debate.
That, Lord Finsberg, is why I do not see any rea-
son not to express our views on this motion.
The prior right to speak is granted to the repre-
sentative who requests that the matter be referred
to a committee. The previous question must be
notified to the President of the Assembly before
the opening of the sitting, and put to the vote
immediately after the presentation of the relevant
committee report. No procedural motion may be
moved more than once during the course of a
debate. The motion for referral is therefore sub-ject to normal procedure. That is why, Lord Fins-
berg, I have difficulty in seeing how I could do
other than submit it to our Assembly.
I call Lord Finsberg on a point of order.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
On a
point of order. I have a firm rule. I never argue
with the occupant of the Chair. Even though I dis-
sent from your ruling, Mr. President, I shall res-
pect it. That is how I proceed.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I have no
desire to abuse the right of interpretation. I hope
that my analysis and reading of the Rules of Pro-
cedure is correct. I thank Lord Finsberg for his
attitude, which is exemplary in every way and
worthy of his r6le as Chairman of the committee.
May I remind the Assembly that in the debate
on the presentation of the motion the only mem-
bers entitled to speak are its proposer, one speaker
against and the Rapporteur or Chairman of the
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges.
I therefore call Mr. Latronico to speak to the
motion for reference back to committee.
Mr. LAIRONICO (Italy) (Translation). 
- 
The
draft decision amending the Charter and Rules of
Procedure to allow in particular three NAIO
member countries 
- 
Iceland, Norway and Turkey 
-to acquire the status of associate members of
WEU is based on the terms of Order 85 of the
WEU Assembly which invited the Committee on
Rules of Procedure and Privileges "to examine the
creation of a specific associate member status
giving the new countries full participating and
voting rights in committees and the right to parti-
cipate in plenary sessions with membership of
delegations on the same basis as the present
Council of Europe iurangements". Following this
order, the Assembly adopted Decision 11 provi-
ding for amendment of the Charter and Rules of
Procedure but subordinating implementation of
the amendments to the final introduction of asso-
ciate member status. Furthermore, this decision
was approved with two amendments which radi-
cally changed its character as it denied parliamen-
tarians from the countries concerned voting rights
in plenary session.
As a result, the Committee on Rules of Proce-
dure and Privileges is now called upon, by the
draft decision, to amend the Charter and Rules of
Procedure again, in accordance with Decision 11.
The new draft decision, produced by Lord Fins-
berg, is designed, first, to inffoduce the principle
that delegations from associate countries are gran-
ted the prerogatives appropriate to the participa-
tion of those states in the activities of WEU
"without voting rights in the Assembly". It also
provides, on the other hand, that representatives
from such countries may attend meetings of the
Standing Committee with the right to vote. Finally
there is provision for a complicated procedure
allowing associate members to express their opi-
nion on texts adopted by the Assembly and com-
mittees by a vote which may be cast only after the
result of voting in the Assembly or the commit-
tees is announced.
In consequence, the draft decision introduced
by Lord Finsberg calls for very detailed study, in
order to assess whether a declaration should be
made of willingness in principle to allow the asso-
ciate countries to exercise full voting rights in the
Assembly and committees so that they can be
fully integrated into WEU's European defence
system.
In the light of the terms of Order 85 and of more
general considerations indicating that WEU's
action should not be directed almost exclusively
towards the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe, but that the dialogue with the Mediterra-
nean countries should also be stepped up, the
Italian Delegation regards Lord Finsberg's preli-
minary draft as the minimum condition for guaran-
teeing the associate countries greater representati-
veness in the WEU Assembly on a different basis.
The Noordwijk declaration included security
and stability in the Mediterranean among the sub-jects which the member countries of WEU will
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have to study in defining new conditions for Euro-
pean security. Hence the special r6le of Turkey.
Now, the final draft of Lord Finsberg's report
has introduced a clause which makes the original
draft weaker still: new paragraph (d) stipulates
that opinions expressed on any text adopted by the
Assembly shall not even be indicative.
Turkey is a very important country in this key
area and must unquestionably be helped to estab-
lish closer relations with our Assembly. Turkey
will find us like-minded in maintaining its right to
participate in our parliamentary work with voting
rights; we also expect that Turkey itself will move
steadily closer to the group of WEU member
countries by taking courageous steps to bring its
political order and practice into line with the prin-
ciples of not formal but substantial democracy,
particularly by first recognising minorities' rights
and civil and political rights as such.
For these reasons it is our view that the text now
tabled does not reflect in full the positions of a
wide political line-up. It would be preferable to
propose reference back to the committee under
Rule 33 of the Rules of Procedure, for further
study of the document.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Is there a
speaker against?...
I call the Rapporteur and Chairman of the com-
mittee.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
I had not
expected to have to go through this again. I believe
that our Italian colleagues were not present when
we discussed this last time; and I remind all col-
leagues, including them, that in that debate no one
spoke against this idea. I also remind them that
this report is before us because the Assembly,
through its Standing Committee, voted to reject
the decision that the Committee on Rules of Pro-
cedure and Privileges originally put to it, which
was to give full voting rights 
- 
with one or two
exceptions 
- 
to associate members.
That is why we are here again. It was not what I
originally wanted, but what I wanted was out-
voted; and as I am a democrat I ofcourse agreed
to look at the matter again.
It would be ludicrous to say that there should be
no distinction between the voting rights of full
members and associate members. If that were so,
there would be no point in distinguishing between
them in their titles. Associate members have full
speaking rights and are entitled to a consultative
vote to show us what their views would be.
Our Italian colleague spoke about the diffe-
rences between the Council of Europe and here. I
remind him that there is in fact no difference: he is
talking about Council of Europe guest members
who do not have a vote 
- 
not even a consultative
vote. Now it is being suggested that these three
associate members be given a consultative vote.
That seems the right way to proceed.
I remind colleagues, too, that there is also a pro-
blem which is not of our making. I remind the
Deputy Secretary-General, who was around at the
time, that it was the Assembly's wish that both
Greece and Tirkey be admitted as full members at
the same time. However, owing to a certain
amount of blackmail in other places, that did not
happen. Thus, if anyone is to blame it is the
governments, not the Assembly. we have gone as
far as we possibly can here.
I therefore urge my colleagues to reject the pro-
posal for a referral. There is no other way forward
- 
unless it is being suggested that associate mem-
bers enjoy rights identical to those of full mem-
bers. That would not be democracy. I hope that
when it comes to the vote on my report we will do
what I thought we should do last time 
- 
no one
opposed it then 
- 
and it will go through.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
While the
President is constitutionally prevented from
taking part in the debate, it is nevertheless my
view that given the obvious importance of the
subject, its examination cannot be indefinitely
postponed. This would be the worst possible ser-
vice to render our prospective partners.
I therefore ask the Assembly to vote on the
motion to refer the matter back to committee.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on the motion.
Does anyone wish to propose a vote by roll-
call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hnnds)
The motion is not agreed to.
We now resume our consideration of the order
of the day, i.e. the vote on the draft decision
contained in the report of the Committee on Rules
of Procedure and Privileges on amendments to the
Charter and the Rules of Procedure of the Assem-
bly in view of the creation of a status of associate
member, Document 1416.
As I have already explained, we cannot vote
unless more than half the representatives or sub-
stitutes have signed the register of attendance.
I declare that more than haHthe representatives or
substitutes have signed the attendance register and
that we can therefore proceed to a vote by roll-call.
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The roll-call will begin with the name of
Mr. Miiller.
The voting is open.
(A vote by roll-call was then taken)
Does any other representative wish to vote? ...
The voting is closed.
The result of the vote is as follows':
Numberofvotes cast . . . . . . . . 48
Ayes . ........33
Noes. ........11
Abstentions 4
In the absence of an absolute majority of 55, the
draft decision is, therefore, not agreed to.
13. The sinafion in Bihac
(Motionfor a recommendotion wilh a request
tor urgent procedtre, Doc. 1446)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
-We shall now
consider the request for urgent procedure for the
motion for a recommendation on the situation in
Bihac, Document 1446.
In accordance with Rule 44 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure, this request has been presented by ten or
more representatives.
I remind the Assembly that the following only
may be heard: one speaker for the request, one
speaker against, the chairman of the committee
concerned and one representative of the Bureau
speaking on its behalf.
Under Rule 32(7), speaking time is limited to
five minutes.
I call Mr. De Decker to speak in favour of the
request.
Mr. De DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). 
-
The Liberal Group decided to submit this motion
so that during this difficult period our Assembly
should respond and propose a solution for the tra-
gic situation now unfolding in former Yugoslavia,
and particularly in Bihac, now under ruthless
attack in violation of the United Nations Security
Council resolution declaring Bihac a safe haven.
The purpose of the proposers of the motion is to
provoke discussion with a view to proposing to
the Council of Ministers that we intervene. We
cannot let the Serbs act in this way, in total viola-
tion not only of human rights but also of interna-
tional law as defined by the United Nations Secu-
rity Council. The entire credibility of the United
Nations, the Atlantic Alliance and WEU is chal-
lenged by these events.
I am not asking for our text to be adopted imme-
diately. What I should like is that the principle of
urgency should be recognised by the Assembly,
and that this document should be referred to the
Defence Committee or the Political Committee
for discussion and, as appropriate, amendment.
What we seek as far as humanly possible is a vote
on a text approved, if not unanimously, by a very
large majority of the Assembly. That we should be
holding this sitting at the same time as the tragic
events now making this part of the world a blood-
bath, demands a response from us.
I shall not address the substance of the matter
any further, since in my view a debate in greater
depth is needed in committee. I do, however, ask
all of you to accept the principle of urgency. If we
do not, our Assembly would be evading its most
elementary responsibilities.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Does anyone
wish to speak against the proposal?...
No one.
I call the Chairman of the Political Committee.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation).- Although
my committee did not meet to discuss this matter,
I can agree with Mr. De Decker's proposal since
urgency is vital. We are all overwhelmed by the
present situation in Bihac and in Bosnia in gen-
eral. As Chairman of the Political Committee I
think I can say on behalf of all my colleagues that
we are prepared to consider this motion at the end
of the plenary sitting this afternoon. We could
even prepare a preliminary report for urgent sub-
mission to the Assembly.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
We thank
your committee for kindly playing the game and
keeping itself at the disposal of the Assembly,
which will come to a decision.
In accordance with the Rules of Procedure, the
next speaker is Mr. Martinez, representing the
Bureau of the Assembly.
Mr. MARTINEZ (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
I
approve the proposal submitted to us, as the
Bureau too would doubtless do. To put Mr. De
Decker and Mr. de Puig on the same wavelength,
I would simply make it clear that it is not a ques-
tion of the Political Committee working on a
report: we just cannot leave Paris this week
without having a text approved by the Assembly.
No subject has greater priority than this. The com-
mittee is meeting today and there is no question of
producing a long report or drafting a long resolu-
tion. Mr. De Decker's motion can perfectly well
be used as something to start with. The debate
which could begin in committee, will certainly
suffice, since the situation is serious enough for
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consensus to be reached on the essential points.
The best thing would be for us to look at this text
as soon as possible; tomorrow's order of business
is especially heavy but I am sure we could find
time to consider the motion. The degree of urgency
is absolute. If the Political Committee met for one
hour at the end of this sitting, it should be possible
to begin with this motion early tomorrow morning
as a matter of priority. In this way our Assembly
would be responding to the concerns of our
peoples and parliaments.
This is what the Bureau of the Assembly would
like to happen and I would draw the attention of
the members of the Political Committee to the fact
that, to achieve this, we need to decide tomorrow
on a reasonable, precise and concise wording on
which a short debate will suffice to give expres-
sion to what seems to be the unanimous will of
our Assembly.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call the
Chairman of the committee.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
When I
said that our committee was prepared to examine
this motion,I was naturally thinking of doing this
without delay, so as to present a report in the ple-
nary sitting as soon as possible. There was no
question in my mind of drawing up the usual kind
of report. We are faced with an emergency and we
should act accordingly.
However, tomorrow morning seems to me to
give too little time to draft a text. I should prefer
we schedule its presentation for tomorrow after-
noon or Wednesday which, I hasten to add, in no
way means we want to hold things up. I simply
want my committee not to rush things and to take
the requisite care.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I think that we
are all agreed, as the vote will no doubt confirm.
The debate is closed.
After the vote we shall deal with the points
made by Mr. Martinez and Mr. de Puig.
Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands) (Translation).- I
wish to speak on a point of order.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
A point of
orderjust before a vote is not very good procedure.
However, I give you the floor while asking you to
bear this in mind.
Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands) (Translation). 
-
On a point of order, Mr. President, the people of
Bihac and the casques bleus who are now in the
hands of the Bosnian Serbs are not waiting for a
report that has been written by the Political Com-
mittee or the Defence Committee in forty-
eight hours. What they want from this Assembly
is action. I do not ask committees to draft a report,
even a short report. We should draft an urgent
recommendation to tell our governments what we
think of the situation and what'we want done. We
do not want an analysis of the situation. We know
everything that is going on.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Ladies and
gentlemen I agree with you. It is not just a ques-
tion of pleasing ourselves, as I am sure you will
agree. We have to arrive at a proposal that our
governments will approve. This, i.e. drawing up a
text for this purpose, calls for careful thought.
I put the request for urgent procedure to the vote.
(A vote wds then taken by show of hands)
The request for urgent procedure is agreed to.
I call Mr. Rodrigues.
Mr. RODRIGLJES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President,I abstained because this is not just a
matter of voting on a text by the Political Com-
mittee but of making sure we have enough time
for the Assembly itself to consider the wording
given the importance of the subject. It is not just a
question of voting on a good text tomorrow or the
day after but of providing for a wide-ranging
debate on the wording submitted.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Lord
Mackie.
Lord MACKIE of BENSHIE (United King-
dom). 
- 
On a point of information, Mr. President.
Having voted and heard the views of the Chair-
man of the Political Committee, I assume that he
and his committee can take on board the unani
mous wish of the Assembly that they should pro-
ceed at high speed. There is no need for a long
report. We simply want an expression of the fee-
ling of the Assembly, and we want it tomorrow
mornrng.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
As I have
said, the text the Assembly will be voting on is
one it must be possible for us to put before our
governments and our publics, because we are
answerable to both.
We have just agreed to urgent procedure. Given
this recognition of urgency, which I can tell
applies to all of you, and the rules that the Assem-
bly works to and which are our responsibility, I
suggest that we debate this subject after the Politi-
cal Committee has met 
- 
as its Chairman has just
said, it will meet this evening 
- 
at the opening of
the Assembly's sitting on Wednesday morning.
This will mean deferring the debate on the two
reports planned for Wednesday morning until
after the urgent debate on the Political Commit-
tee's report. So that debate will be held first thing
Wednesday morning and will, I add, continue as
long as necessary. I think that this proposal will
allow serious work to be done so that, in addition
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to what is said, we may present proposals which
will appear practical both to our governments and
to our publics. WEU's official position will then
be clear for all to know.
I hope that we shall have the imagination, will,
compassion and intelligence to come up with
positive proposals; this was the thrust of Mr.
De Decker's speech.
I think I have your agreement on my proposal to
put this item at the opening of business on Wed-
nesday morning.
Are there any objections? ...
It is so decided.
14. A European security poli.cy
(Presentation ofand debate on the report
of the Politbal Committee, Doc. 1439 and amendments)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The next
order of the day is the presentation of and debate
on the report of the Political Committee on a
European security policy, Document 1439 and
amendments.
I call Mr. Soell to present his report.
Mr. SOELL (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, this report is
based on the assumption that a common percep-
tion, where at all possible, is the prerequisite for
coflrmon concepts and actions in the field of secu-
rity and defence policy. I began by trying to iden-
tify the obstacles in the way of this kind of com-
mon perception of common security interests. I
considered the white papers of three member
states, which certainly did not mean that I was
deliberately neglecting other countries. But I tried
to show by the example of the white papers pub-
lished by France, the United Kingdom and Ger-
many how far these tlree countries' white papers
converge or diverge.
To bring the various views down to a very sim-
plified denominator, it could be said that the French
white paper steers a middle course between ad
hoc coalitions in the security field and an integra-
ted military organisation. The United Kingdom's
white paper lays more emphasis on the multilate-
ral context and of course on the special relation-
ship with the United States, i.e., on consolidating
important bilateral relations within this multilate-
ral context. The German white paper is more reti-
cent, in view of the major changes in eastern and
south-eastern Europe; it assesses the opportunities
and risks and lays special emphasis on the further
development of the process of European integra-
tion. The states of eastern Central Europe should
of course be included as quickly as possible
- 
according to the German white paper 
- 
although
it should always be remembered that Germany is
still particularly reliant on the effectiveness of
western alliances.
Against that background I have tried to take up
and develop the idea put forward by Mr. Balladur,
the French Prime Minister, a few weeks ago, of
drafting a European white paper. The objections to
this by experts from the WEU Institute for Securi-
ty Studies are correct 
- 
I am referring to paragraph
19 of the report. They say that the WEU Council's
contribution so far to this subject, which is basical-
ly the enumeration of certain risks and opporhrni-
ties, is of little use to the preliminary consideration
of a common European white paper.
If you look at the organisations currently invol-
ved in collective security in Europe you will see
that we have three different concepts, and at times
also types oforganisation, in relation to collective
security and conflict settlement 
- 
at least on paper.
We have the United Nations, which plays a very
central part in ensuring collective security,
although it was seriously handicapped unril 1989
by the fact that because of the political and ideo-
logical split in the world, the basic concept of col-
lective security never acquired much significance,
or if it did, this was merely in peripheral areas and
not in relation to cenffal questions of collective
security. Since 1989 we have noted that in a num-
ber of security areas the basic idea of the United
Nations ensuring collective security is beginning
to gain ground.
Secondly, we have the CSCE, which used to be
mainly a forum for dialogue 
- 
this was important
in the 1970s and 1980s in the field of human
rights, but also of confidence-building measures 
-but which hopes to become a regional United
Nations organisation in future and which has to
some extent begun to move towards preventive
diplomacy, although here again rather more in
peripheral than in central areas.
Thirdly, of course, we have NAIO and Western
European Union 
- 
closely linked in the history of
their origins 
- 
which are both alliances of collec-
tive self-defence and systems of collective secur-
ity, namely of the members belonging to these
alliances.
The last type is the European Union, which
combines a number of these elements. It is both
a system of mutual collective security and, of
course, an attempt to establish the idea of a Euro-
pean federation. I am avoiding the terms that
cause particular offence in some member states,
such as the term federal state or even union, in
favour of the looser term European Union which,
as I said, takes in the federal idea.
Of course there are still differing ideas about the
European Union. There are proposals about
moving at different speeds. There are proposals to
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develop the Union in concentric circles around a
nucleus. On this subject I would say 
- 
and here
I ask members to peruse the terms I set out in
paragraph 38 of the report 
- 
that it is not useful to
create an exclusive club. Rather, it is most impor-
tant where possible to define jointly the criteria
for further steps towards integration and then also
to take the appropriate steps jointly; for one thing
is of course clear: if there is to be co-operation
across a broader spectrum, that co-operation will
be at different degrees of intensity.
It is of quite decisive importance to bring these
networks together, to ensure that they converge
rather than differ.
It should be understood that those countries that
neither take part in defining common criteria nor
in these networks of intensive co-operation will
have no right to decide from outside. So long as
they remain outside, they cannot take part in deci-
sion-making.
Finally it will be most important 
- 
not just for
our Assembly but also for the development of the
European constitution 
- 
to include the national
parliaments in this co-operation in due form and
to keep them informed at an early stage. In parti-
cular, this applies to what I have said in various
other contexts about the preparations for the
treaty review conference in 1996.
And we must always remember that Western
European Union itself forms a kind of hard core,
and must take great care to ensure that central ele-
ments of the modified Brussels Treaty, especially
the automatic mutual assistance obligations under
Article V are not further weakened.
It is clear that the Maastricht Treaty has gone
beyond the stage of inter-state co-operation in
several fields. The Commission has described
common areas in a number of fields 
- 
right of ini-
tiative and right of participation 
- 
and two and a
half years ago in Lisbon the Commission of the
European Union also described common areas of
foreign and sr ;urity policy. Some of these areas
are currentl' oing analysed by an EU joint wor-
king party on foreign and security policy. Unfor-
tunately our Assembly has still not been allowed
to see the results of these activities. That too is
mentioned in my report.
The mutual information and cross-participation
of members of the secretariats of WEU and the
European Union referred to in paragraph 51 of the
report cannot resolve the main difficulty, although
this does represent a useful step. In preparation for
the review conference in 1996 to which I referred
earlier, it will be important for WEU to obtain
broader overall operational powers and become
capable of political action. At the same time it
must safeguard its autonomy of action.
When I look at the most recslt decisions of the
Council of Ministers and the Permanent Council
- 
on 18th November 1994 they were communi-
cated to the Assembly as Document lM3 
- 
and
especially at the provisional conclusions on a com-
mon European foreign and security policy, I must
say that it becomes much clearer than we would
have wished that Western European Union is seen
in a sense merely as the executive organ for the
military-political aspect of European Union policy.
Clearly that is the basis on which further analyses
are being carried out. I do not consider that suffi-
cient; for in view of the very different sffuctures of
the European Union member states 
- 
structures
that will become even more diverse with the
accession of formerly neutral countries from 1st
January 1995 
- 
we will not be able to formulate a
common foreign and security policy at all for a
whole range of basic preliminary decisions.
Moreover, Anicle J.4 of the Maastricht Treaty
makes no reference to the relationship between
Western European Union and NAIO, which we
still regard.as central.
ln recent months there have been a number of
discussions on the options open to the various
organisations 
- 
NAIO, WEU, European Union 
-
as regards the further process of rapprochement
between Western Europe and the central Eastern
European states. These options were discussed at
the foreign ministers' conference on 11th Septem-
ber 1994 in the context of guidelines. The various
governments within WEU take very different
views 
- 
we must not conceal that fact 
- 
as of
course do WEU as a whole and the American
Government, on the speed at which this process
should be promoted.
We regard it as important for the policies of the
three organisations to be co-ordinated. That is why
we say that a special WEU wor{<ing group ought to
be set up, with the Assembly ensuring that its pre-
paratory work also covers political aspects, i.e.,
goes beyond the operational level, and let me point
out here that co-operation at this level is a particu-
larly important condition. Section V, paragraphs
96 et seq., sets out a few practical considerations,
although still in very general terms.
As for the level of these activities, it has been
proposed that officials should be exchanged not
only bilaterally between foreign ministries and
defence ministries, or between the secretariats of
the various European institutions, but that it
would also be appropriate to eskblish cross-fron-
tier co-operation within the networks of the pro-
blem areas, co-operation which could, for instan-
ce, lead to exchanges between officials from three
countries. I do not want to give figures here. It is far
more important from a regional point of view that
this should create a certain European spirit, which
would lead from consideration of the individual
European problem regions to a joint assessment.
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I think it is probable, and to some extent useful,
that additional areas of friction will appear here
and there, because in that way new members in
particular, who form themselves into specific,
regional, informal groups and make joint assess-
ments, can assert their common interests more
strongly. At least I believe that is a point to which
these countries should devote some attention.
Let me make a few critical comments on some
of the ideas we have heard from Russian foreign
policy representatives over the past few months.
On Thursday we will have the opportunity to
question the foreign minister, Mr Kozyrev. The
Political Committee held a number of talks in
Moscow. Mr. Baumel 
- 
and in this respect the
debate on the subject scheduled for tomorrow
morning is extremely useful 
- 
will give us an
account of them. A number of recommendations
will also be submitted to the Assembly.
At any rate, I note in the report 
- 
and I want to
emphasise this here 
- 
that it will not be possible
for Russia to have a kind of veto position, once it
has made moves towards closer co-operation
eventually leading to membership of the Euro-
pean Union and Western European Union. I can
understand why countries such as Hungary,
Poland and others have shown some scepticism
about obtaining a kind of security guarantee from
America and Russia as a substitute for eventual
membership. In any case, we should make it quite
clear now that we sympathise with and support
the attitude of Hungary and Poland.
On the other side, we must of course realise that
even if we, like the German Foreign Minister Mr.
Kinkel a few weeks ago, say that in principle all
those countries in favour of closer relations with
Western European Union and the European Union
can also be members of NAIO, in actual fact we
will have to continue to pursue this process in
very close co-ordination with the Americans. On
the one hand we will not tolerate any form of
American veto on the accession of these counffies
to the European Union, but on the other hand we
know that history and practice have created extre-
mely close links between Western European
Union and NATO, with the security guarantees
that are involved on either side.
Lastly it has been proposed 
- 
and here I am
coming back to the conference of presidents of the
national parliaments in Bonn in September 1994;I
have discussed that in paragraphs 119, 120, I2l
and 122 
- 
that co-decision by the national parlia-
ments should in future be safeguarded institutio-
nally. That is most important. It certainly does not
apply only to the rather niurow field of security and
defence policy, although it is particularly necessary
there; for everyone knows that the European Par-
liament will not have the same direct access to
control and initiative in the next few years that the
national parliaments have acquired on the basis
of their enshrined rights 
- 
be it the Committee on
Defence, the Foreign Affairs Committee or the
Committee on Budgets. Because of this close invol-
vement in practical questions, it is important that
we manage to consolidate the powers of the natio-
nal parliaments institutionally at European level.
Looking forward to this stronger institutional
consolidation of the national parliaments' powers,
at present we, as the WEU Assembly, are acting as
a kind of bridge, since the member countries of
WEU are after all also members of the national par-
liaments. At least we should manage to consolidate
them in sensitive areas. In the long run, the fact of
our existence and in a sense our method of debate
will not in themselves be enough to ensure closer
integration of foreign policy, security policy and
also defence policy in the stricter sense. That is
why I think that the activities of our Assembly 
- 
in
preparation for the 1996 review conference as
well 
- 
should include consideration of those consti-
tutional elements of the institutions that would
strengthen the national parliaments and theirrights.
Against the background of what some col-
leagues have said during the urgent debate, let me
conclude: there will have to be far more intensive
co-operation between the Council and the Assem-
bly in the coming few years. The Assembly must
be informed and involved in individual delibera-
tions and planning steps early on, at the initial
drafting stage. Mr. Poos, the last Chairman of the
Council of Ministers, Luxembourg Foreign
Minister and Deputy Prime Minister, assured us
of that in June this year.
Without wanting to sound unnecessarily pole-
mical, that is precisely why I must say that I great-
ly regret that we received the Council of Minis-
ters' report very late, indeed not until after the
Political Committee had virtually completed its
preliminary work on this report, the resolution
and the directive. This kind of conduct, for which
there may well be reasons, is an obstacle to
prompt information, which is the precondition for
this close dialogue.
That is my introduction to this report. I look for-
ward to the debate and thank you very much for
your attention and patience.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
Thank you
for your well-documented statement. We can now
debate the subject in the greatest clarity.
The debate is open.
I remind you that we agreed that all speeches be
limited to five minutes.
I call Mr. Rodrigues.
Mr. RODRIGUES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, the report before us is Mr. Soell's
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last contribution to the work of an assembly in
which his participation over the years has enhan-
ced WEU's prestige.
Hartmut Soell is one of a dwindling number of
humanist intellectuals, a threatened species. He is
a historian by training, profession and liking.
Born on the banks of the Rhine on the other side
from Strasbourg, he has been deeply marked by
his homeland, a favoured region where the gradual
merging of cultures after the clash between Ario-
vistus and Caesar has for two thousand years made
a unique contribution to the progress of mankind.
Mr. Soell has accustomed us to calm, passion-
less analysis, that of a master of the history in
depth that Lucien Febvre talks about, and I would
sffess there is no conflict between my admiration
for him and the fact that I do not agree with some
of his views on the way Europe is developing at
the end of this century. I am increasingly pessi-
mistic about the effects of the United States' poli-
tical, ideological and military domination over
Europe and the world in general. A unipolar world
seems to me a dangerous prospect.
The decision of the United States Congress to
end the ban on the sale of arms to Bosnia has
sharply confirmed that the United States is taking
more and more unilateral measures affecting the
future of Europe without any concern for their
allies' opinions. At a time when NATO, in other
words the United States, assumes the right to
bomb targets in Bosnia without prior waming, I
am increasingly convinced that the only way
towards real peace and security in Europe lies not
in agreements and decisions leading to air attacks
on our continent, but in dialogue between people.
One may well ask what can be hoped for from
an organisation in which situations such as those
described in the report are frequently found. For
example, and I quote, the Council fails to inform
the Assembly regarding its co-operation with
NAIO; the Council refuses to provide the
Assembly with information on work undertaken
in the framework of the CFSP on questions rela-
ting to the modified Brussels Treaty; it was only
on 9th November 1994thatthe Council transmit-
ted to the Assembly the first part of the fortieth
annual report on its activities; the last WEU
Secretary-General, Mr. van Eekelen, did not deem
it necessary to send the Assembly his informa-
tion letter; despite urgent requests by the Assem-
bly, the Council makes no reply to the questions
arising because of the increase in the number of
parliamentary delegations participating in the
work of the Assembly; finally, the Council fails
to provide information on the financial contribu-
tions made by associate partners to the WEU
budget.
If the Council of an organisation with such
ambitious aims ignores the existence of that orga-
nisation's parliamentary assernbly in every pos-
sible way, there are legitimate grounds for not
expecting any great results.
A comparison of white papers on defence pub-
lished by the three key WEU countries, France,
Germany and the United Kingdom, shows up
contradictions which suggest that we should be
more humble as regards a common European
security policy in the framework of the European
Union. To reach this conclusiur all you need to do
is read Mr. Soell's report.
I was at the colloquy in Paris where Mr. L6o-
tard, the French Minister of Defence, said he
wished to see WEU have greater political credibi-
lity and effectiveness. In his view that credibility
is tied up with the efforts being made to make
WEU fully operational. But what I fear most is,
precisely, a WEU with a bias towards the resolu-
tion of conflicts by force, a WEU whose strategy
would take its cue from that of NAIO, despite the
contradictions between them.
If the Western European countries fail to agree
on how to manage the crisis in former Yugoslavia,
and if the United States becomes the virtual arbiter
of all the seething conflicts in the Balkans, the gulf
between the aims of WEU and the r6le it really
plays, will be even deeper and more apparent.
The debates on WEU and NAIO enlargement
policies set us down at the entrance to a dark laby-
rinth. Add to this the United States tendency, as
noted by the Rapporteur, to want to settle world-
wide strategic issues bilaterally with Russia at the
expense of Westem Europe, and we have a clearer
view of the gap between words and reality as
regards the adoption of a European security policy.
In this brief and wonderful adventure of life,
whose knowledgethere are people we meet
enriches us all, even if our  views are far apart.
Mr. Soell is one.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Bianchi.
Mr. BIANCHI ( I taly ) (Translation). - Mr. Presi-
dent,ladies and gentlemen,I would like to look at
what seem to me the three main themes of Mr.
Soell's excellent report. In my view, there are
basically three subjects to which the Assembly's
attention should be drawn.
The focal point of the report is the identification
of WEU's r6le within the overall European secu-
rity system. That being so, I would stress that for
the future European defence system it is essential
that WEU should play the r6le of a political dri-
ving force vis-i-vis the European Union and the
Atlantic Alliance itself, with a view to develop-
ing guidelines for the organisation of European
defence. In the same connection I also feel that
unconditional support should be forthcoming for
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the suggestion in the draft recommendation that
decisive backing be given to the French Prime
Minister's recent proposal for drafting a white
paper on European security which could set out
the guidelines for the European Union on the sub-ject in conjunction with WEU and NATO.
Another major point in the report is the problem
of the enlargement of WEU. Earlier, in 1993, wor-
king on the basis of Mr. Ward's interesting report,
the WEU Assembly looked at the question of pos-
sible enlargement. Today, Mr. Soell's report goes
into the subject in detail and seehs to advance the
debate on enlargement. In particular the Rappor-
teur demands in clear terms that the associate coun-
tries be offered real prospects of accession to the
modified Brussels Treaty. Here, as the Rapporteur
points out, the real problem is the position of Slo-
venia. In my opinion, the recent disputes befween
Italy and Slovenia should unquestionably be spee-
dily resolved, so that they do not have an adverse
effect on security matters. Moreover, as an Italian,
I am bound to stress that a solution for the problems
currently involving Italy and Slovenia is a prize to
be sought {er. I must only emphasise, however,
that in hanffig this dispute,Italy has never sought
a position of supremacy as some people would seek
to make the world at large believe.
Having looked at these points, I should now like
to consider the problem of preparations for the
intergovernmental conference of the European
Union scheduled for 1996. In particular, I agree
with the suggestion made in Mr. Soell's report
regarding the fact that the Council of WEU should
create a special working group to study institutio-
nal questions relating to the preparation of the
conference. I attach particular importance to the
principle that participation by the parliamentary
Assembly of WEU should be assured on the lines
approved in Corfu by the European Union.
In conclusion, I would like to repeat that, at
such a difficult time for Europe and in particular
for the Danubian and Balkan countries, work to
assess more fully the principles set out in Title V
of the Maastricht Treaty takes on particular
importance in terms of establishing whether the
preconditions are present for the creation of an
overall European defence system giving practical
effect to the terms of the treaty itself.
Furthermore, the complexity of the subjects
covered by the report confirms the weighty nature
of the problems which exist within WEU's area of
influence and also in sectors which are not pro-
perly included in that area. While it is true that it
is not the purpose of an address to analyse every-
thing in the report in every detail, it is equally true
that, in the few points I have made, I have sought
to make it clear that my contribution is not inten-
ded to be purely formal but also to bear witness to
my own personal interest and that of my group,
Forzaltalia, in these vital subjects.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Blaauw.
IVIr. BLAATIW (Netherlands) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, you know from the past what a close
interest I take in European security. For years I had
the honour of drafting reports on it and making
recommendations to the Assembly. That is why I
want to thank Mr. Soell very warmly for his in-
depth report, which discusses many of the develop-
ments that have occurred over the past twelve
months. However, even his report has been over-
taken by events. What is the future of security in
Europe and ourrelations with ourAtlantic pafiners,
especially the USA and Canada, within NATO
after the results of the United States elections? We
can confirm that there is very probably a trend
towards further dissociation from Europe and less
concern with the problems arising in Europe, in
which they are less willing to become involved.
We must counteract the process of dissociation
between Europe and the United States. We still
regard NATO as a comerstone of security policy.
That is why the need for a European defence iden-
tity must certainly be seen in relation to the Atlan-
tic defence identity. That means that we must deve-
lop the Maastricht Treaty in the direction of a
European defence identity, by whatever name it is
called, as a real pillar of the Maastricht Treaty and
also as the completion of the European pillar within
NATO. In this context I am thinking of a European
conffibution to international security. We want to
add our confibution to what is being done through
the United Nations, which is now in difficulties
because of the situation in former Yugoslavia.
The report discussed future enlargement at
length. Actually the vote we have just had on the
position of, in particular, the Turks is an indica-
tion of how difficult we in the Assembly and in
the committees all find it to look at enlargement
and at the functions which certain levels of enlar-
gement have to fulfil. I have not even spoken of
full voting rights.
Many problems still need to be resolved, but
there is not much time, because the next intergo-
vernmental conference will take place in 1996 and
by then our vision of the future of Europe in the
context of WEU must be ready. Much still
remains to be done in this respect.
At present things do not look too good for
WEU. Of course we can hold many conferences
and meet in committees everywhere, but it will
still be very difficult to achieve full representation
of the member states so that they can be involved
in the administration of Mostar, and in particular
the police force that has been promised in order to
ensure that life in Mostar can retum to normal. We
have had problems with the naval command in the
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Adriatic over the squadrons on the spot. As
regards participation in the embargo on the Danu-
be, things have not always gone smoothly either.
In this respect we still have much to learn. Most
important of all, however, is the situation in
Bihac. It is extremely urgent that we should deter-
mine our attitude towards the position of the
people in that town and our people in former
Yugoslavia who are now part of the United
Nations forces. I hope we will be able to discuss
that tomorrow.
In conclusion, Mr. President, on behalf of the
Liberal Group I have tabled a number of amend-
ments to Mr. Soell's recommendations. I hope
these can be presented at a later stage.
(Mr. Martinez, Vce-President of the Assernbly,
took the Chair)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Antretter.
Mr. ANTRETTER (Germany) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, the report by Hartmut Soell identi-
fies the most important sftategic challenges at a
decisive stage of the framing of a European secu-
rity policy and also shows evidence of a realistic
and moderate approach to the 1996 intergovern-
mental conference. If we are to believe the omens,
we should not expect too much from that confe-
rence. Although what we need is a qualitative leap
towards a political union, especially in connection
with monetary union, I am sceptical as to whether
we can achieve this bold objective at this stage
given that our most recent experience shows that
we have a limited margin for foreign policy
action. This makes it all the more important that
the report sets out pragmatic steps for strengthe-
ning WEU as the defence component of the Euro-
pean Union and as the European pillar of NAIO.
The enumeration of the risks that weaken WEU
as a whole is especially impressive. They include
above all an overhasty enlargement by the acces-
sion of new member states, which puts in question
Article V i.e., the automatic obligation to provide
mutual assistance that is a core element of WEU.
After all, even with a strategy of small steps it is
possible to lose the way, if one can no longer see
where one is going. It is rather difficult at present
to determine where the much-invoked political
objective of the European Union, which may soon
consist of sixteen member states, including neu-
trals, is to lie. But the political contours within
WEU are also becoming increasingly blurred. At
any rate, I detect a certain tendency to look back
to the practical foreign-policy influence of indivi-
dual member states and their potential in terms of
power politics.
I think the creation of the Bosnia contact group
reflects that tendency. We should not close our
eyes to it, any more than to the bilateral mili-
tary co-operation of which France and the United
Kingdom set an example at the recent Chartres
summit. I am referring to the creation of a milit-
ary planning cell for the air forces of both
these member counffies, although I am not sure
how this can fit in with WEU's military Planning
Cell.
We also note with concern that old ways of thin-
king have reappeared in national risk assessments
and geopolitical spheres of interest, undermining
our power of action. Deep-seated historical ties
and supposed mutual interests in certain areas
have unfortunately clouded the view of the pany
responsible for mass murder and war crimes. This
applies both to the Balkans and unfortunately also
to the WEU Council's deliberations in view of the
increasingly critical situation in Rwanda. Instead
of waiting for ever and letting events take their
course, we should have taken earlier and more
resolute action, especially in the case of the
conflict in former Yugoslavia.
Our colleague Hartmut Soell is particularly
aware of that. His plea in June 1992 for the estab-
lishment of an internationally guaranteed safe
area went unheard.
Today, the disaster of subsequent United
Nations and NAIO policy can be seen in all its
brutality in the United Nations safe area of Bihac.
The failure of the international community of
states and unfortunately also of the European
Union can be traced back to totally inadequate
decision-making procedures, which enabled the
warring parties in the Balkans to play off our
governments one against the other.
We must urgently consider what to do about
this, with a view to the review conferences. In
cases where all the member states have common
foreign-policy interests, the decision-making pro-
cedures must be framed in such a way as to make
obligatory action a common duty in these fields.
Only in that way can a preventive security policy
vis-i-vis third countries acquire the necessary cre-
dibility. Clearly, this is being discussed in Euro-
pean Union circles, but unfortunately the public is
once again excluded.
We need a co-ordinated package of embargo
measures, and of incentives for ending the
conflict and settling disputes peacefully. Of cour-
se national governments will continue to have the
right to mobilise their troops. That is why any
plans to merge WEU and the European Union are
unrealistic at this time.
Hartmut Soell's report shows what is in fact fea-
sible. We should now consistently follow the stra-
tegy of small steps he indicated and safeguard it
by improving the co-ordination between WEU
and the European Union.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). I call
Mr. Pastusiak.
Mr. PASTUSIAK (Observer from Poland). -
Poland's strategic goal is to be integrated within
European political, economic and military struc-
tures in both governmental and interparliamentary
dimensions of co-operation. Of course, that
includes Western European Union. In that respect,
we received with great satisfaction the decision by
the Presidential Committee, which enabled us to
be involved in the activities of the Assembly to a
much greater extent than has hitherto been pos-
sible. It is especially important that we permanent
observers have a chance to participate in the work
of committees of the Assembly.
We consider the Presidential Committee's deci-
sion to be a step in the right direction, but we
understand that it is not a last step in developing
relations between this Assembly and the parlia-
ments of associate partners. We are looking for-
ward to the next steps, which will enable us to be
not only permanent observers but also active par-
ticipants in other bodies of this distinguished and
highly respected Assembly.
I also hope that, as a result of the Presidential
Committee's decision, representatives of the par-
liaments of associated partners have the right to
move motions and amendments to draft resolu-
tions presented to the Assembly. That will not
diminish the rights of full members of the Assem-
bly, as permanent observers have no right to vote.
It will simply give us a possibility to inform the
Assembly about our opinions in a more formali-
sed way than is possible today.
I hope that the rights of full and associate mem-
bers will not be diminished if the Assembly
decides to grant representatives ofassociate partner
countries the right to present special reports to
committees. Incidentally, associate delegates to
the North Atlantic Assembly are now entitled to
do so. I share the view expressed in Mr. Soell's
excellent report that the Committee on Rules of
Procedure and Privileges should work out the
details of our status.
Poland aspires to WEU and NATO membership
not because we feel threatefled but because, on the
contrary, we see no conflict in which Poland could
be involved in the foreseeable future. We have
concluded treaties on co-operation and good
neighbour relations with all seven of our neigh-
bouring countries. As a future member of WEU
and NATO, Poland will be not only a consumer of
security; as a stabilising factor in the region, an
extension of the western European security zone
and a relatively large country that still has sub-
stantial military potential, Poland should and will
be a security provider.
Enlargement of any organisation, especially one
that deals with military and political questions, is
a very difficult and delicate process. We under-
stand that WEU and NATO must take account of
the political consequences of enlargement, and we
should avoid creating new curtains, new walls and
new dividing lines. Our common goal should be
to expand the area of security of Europe as a
whole and avoid petrification of the so-called grey
zones in East and Central Europe.
Unfortunately, Mr. Soell was right to say that
the discussion about models or options of acces-
sion to the European Union, WEU or NATO is at
a very early stage. I hope that it will not remain at
that early stage for a long time because we shall
lose the momentum. Russia opposes the enlarge-
ment of NATO but I understand that it does not
oppose the admission of Central European states
to the European Union and WEU. So the two
organisations should not wait until NATO
resolves its enlargement problems.
Various methods of establishing a European
security system can be envisaged. One would be
the universalisation of NATO or WEU and a gra-
dual enlargement of the alliances. Another would
be general agreement by Euro-Atlantic countries
on the institutionalisation of the CSCE. There is
also a modest way, which could be called an
island approach to security. Various regional or
subregional security organisations could work out
a security model. Those organisations include the
Baltic states Visegrad group, Balkan countries,
the Black Sea security zone and the Central Euro-
pean initiative. The problem is that those subre-
gional organisations do not deal with security.
However, once they become involved in security
ilrangements and create islands of security, those
islands could gradually merge with all the Euro-
pean security systems, thus creating a whole
continent of security.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). I call
Mr. Fassino.
Mr. FASSINO (Italy) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Presi
dent, thank you for giving me the floor. I was
greatly interested by Mr. Soell's report which I
consider to be a major platform for security policy
and a contribution towards advancing our debate
which in my view is by no means purely acade-
mic. Events in Bosnia tell us that the question of
security is an absolutely priority item on our agen-
da and that Europe must forge the instruments to
prevent any repetition of such tragedies.
Agreeing with the main thrust of the report, I
should like to speak in particular about the ques-
tion of relations between WEU and the Central
European countries. I think our starting point
must be the idea that now a common European
security policy is not a military but a political
necessity. The Central European countries which
have asked to join NATO and are seeking to join
WEU are making this request not in order to join
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a military organisation but because they see in
their accession a way of consolidating democracy
in their countries, because they see in that context
a possible solution for the problem of minorities
before they degenerate into nationalism and
because they see their accession to a common
alliance as a way of securing stable frontiers.
The counffies concerned are seeking to join the
military alliances because they can assist in
consolidating political stability. This is the basic
reason why suddenly after 1989 all the countries
of Central Europe asked to join NAIO. We are
well aware that enlarging NAIO to include the
Central European counffies is a complex and dif-
ficult process, the reasons being that Russia has
grounds for doubts and a fear of being encircled
and that it cannot accept the construction of a
security system in which it would have the same
r6le and function as other countries: Russia still
claims a position of privilege.
I have no wish to say whether this is right or
wrong and I personally seriously question the rea-
soning but these are the motives which make the
enlargement of NAIO to include the Cenftal
European countries a complex and difficult mat-
ter, true as it is that the partnership for peace was
devised specifically to solve the problem. It is in
fact a solution which could satisfy Budapest and
Warsaw without annoying Moscow and probably
one which in the short term will allow the two
requirements to be moderated. Nevertheless I
believe that, in fact, this limitation on NAIO's
strategy towards the Central European countries
opens up a political opportunity for WEU; to coin
a phrase, WEU reaches places that NAIO cannot
reach. This being so, I believe that we should look
at the question of a policy of closer association
between the Cenffal European countries and
WEU, thus creating side-by-side with NAIO's
partnership for peace a second security umbrella
to reinforce the factors of stability in Central
Europe, give funher reassurances to the countries
there and, as association becomes ever closer,
take more and more heat out of the problem of the
relationship between Central Europe and NAIO
because Central European security policy would
no longer rely solely upon it.
I therefore agree that it is wise to call for a step-
by-step strategy, as emphasised by Mr. Soell, pro-
vided the steps are continuous and constant. It is
only with small steps that so many can be taken,
perhaps winning the race; however, for the rea-
sons which I have tried to indicate, a step-by-step
approach must also mean stronger determination
and greater conviction on the part of WEU and its
agencies to build up a steadily closer association
between the countries of Central Europe and
WEU.
The second point I would like to make concerns
Mediterranean policy. Quite rightly, the report
pays considerable attention to the subject and in
this case also that there is a wider political oppor-
tunity for WEU than it has previously had. Events
round the Mediterranean have a direct effect on
Europe and its policies; very powerful economic
demographic, political and social pressures are at
work throughout the Mediterranean basin and we
know very well that in the next few years events
across the Mediterranean will have a direct impact
on our countries' policies. I believe, therefore,
that closer strategic attention to the Mediteranean
by WEU is now a vital priority for our organisa-
tion. I therefore support the proposals put to us
which I believe should be implemented very
quickly.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Lord
Finsberg.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
I start by
complimenting Mr. Soell on his report, which
lives up to the standard of all the reports that he
has produced in the years that most of us have
been in the Assembly. We shall miss him very
much. I hope that he is as successful in his future
historical work as he has been with us.
I want to concentrate on the fourth section of his
report, about which I shall be blunt. Over the
years this Assembly has produced some extremely
good reports, but they have often been ignored by
the Council of Ministers or treated with a lack
of interest. As an Assembly, we are rather like
the children of Israel 
- 
Moses brings down the
tablets of stone, at which stage we are allowed
to hear what ministers have decided. That is
not good enough. In their home parliaments
ministers are responsible to us as members of par-
liament. It would be pleasant if they decided to
consult us before taking decisions that land us in a
MESS.
Ministers' stupidity over not giving full mem-
bership to Turkey caused us immense problems.
They decided, without proper consultation, to
invite the associate partners. I am delighted at the
invitation, but where are the partners to have their
offices? The ambassadors have comfortable, large
offrces in Brussels. Where will our new col-
leagues be based? Who will pay for the extra
work that we will have to do? All those decisions
were taken by ministers without proper consulta-
tion with parliamentarians.
I noted the remarks of the new Secretary-Gen-
eral and, as he is from Britain's oldest ally, I took
some comfort from his words, but we must go
much further. We have had one or two joint mee-
tings with the ambassadors of WEU. They have
not been frequent and have seldom been produc-
tive, for the simple reason that their instructions
are too tight.
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Our activities in the Council of Europe are
much more effective. We have regular joint mee-
tings with ambassadors, and can talk freely and
frankly. Twice a year the ministers 
- 
I do not see
any ministers or many ambassadors present 
- 
sit
and talk with us for one or two hours. I have heard
from ministers and ambassadors of many coun-
tries who find those meetings with parliamenta-
rians extremely valuable.
On occasions we have saved them from making
one or two mistakes. The brilliance of the idea of
guest membership came from parliamentarians, not
ministers, who have said that if it did not exist they
would have to invent it. Perhaps this Assembly
might occasionally be given a little credit for ideas
and ministers might decide that they could, with
good results, talk with us. That is why I am deligh-
ted that Mr. Soell refers to that in his documents.
Failing that, nothing will happen. We can tell
how much ambassadors are interested in coming
here from the fact that they are absent. All we can
hope for is that the Secretary-General and his
extremely able deputy will convey the sffength of
feeling of parliamentarians on this very point. I
hope that something will happen 
- 
I am happy to
leave it there for now. We shall see what has hap-
pened when we meet again in six months' time.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Pahor, the observer from Slovenia.
Mr. PAHOR (Observer from Slovenia). - Mn
President, ladies and gentlemen. I have had the
pleasure and privilege of addressing your Assem-
bly several times, telling you that Slovenia wants
to be part of the European Union and Western
European Union.
At your June session in Paris, I informed the
Assembly that Slovenia wanted associate partner
status. I very much hope that the Assembly will
today accept Amendment 1, tabled by Mr. de Puig
and others, and stating that it is necessary to
"make iurangements without funher delay for
granting Slovenia associate partner status".
As you know very well, Slovenia is politically
and socially stable, and behaves in all respects in
a normal fashion. It is not involved in the Balkan
conflict and it is doing its utmost to open up its
doors to integration with Europe 
- 
not only eco-
nomic and political co-operation but security co-
operation. We see the only way forward in securi-
ty as joining WEU and NAIO.
I am particularly glad to note that Mr. Fassino
and Mr. Benvenuti have signed the amendment;
that may be the very first sign that Italy will sup-
port Slovenia on its journey towards union with
Western Europe and WEU. The amendment is
important to our delegation, to the Slovenia Par-
liament and to Slovenian public opinion. If the
Assembly accepts it, that will be a recognition of
the fact that Slovenians have the political will to
move towards European Union and WEU.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Roseta.
Mr. ROSETA (Portugal) (Translation). 
- 
I
would like to refer to the last report presented by
Mr. Hartmut Soell, who has presided very skilfully
over this Assembly, endowing it with much of his
own prestige. Indeed, we have become accustomed
to the calm, in-depth and thorough analyses by this
great historian and humanist. Consequently, the
quality of his excellent report came as no surprise
to me, coming shortly after our organisation's
Standing Committee had received, in Luxembourg
last May, a mandate to start work on defining a
European security and defence policy, underlining
WEU's increasingly important r6le in the defence
and security system in close collaboration with
NATO, which I believe no one would dispute.
However excellent the studies which have been,
or are to be, ca:ried out, there is still a need for
political will. We are starting from a new world
situation of imperfect multipolarity, from a new
fluid and changing order, in which the absolute
certainties which existed before the fall of the
communist r6gimes in 1989-90 no longer exist.
The increasingly unrealistic utopian dreams of the
so-called end ofhistory were abandoned long ago.
Nothing can be taken for granted; democracy,
like defence and security, requires unstinting
effort and is never a definitive and irreversible
achievement on a European scale and even less so
on a world scale.
Since then, therefore, contrary to the hopes of
the utopians, there has been a resurgence of the
possibility of further widespread and multiple
threats and ethnically-based nationalism, with too
much emphasis on ethnic and at times religious
links between states in the choice of external
alliances and political priorities; the result is that
at times we fear, at least as far as language is
concerned, a return to times we thought long
buried in history or more appropriate to the period
before the second world war, or even the belle
6poque. Indeed, some ofthe speeches appear to be
a resurgence of the myths of those times.
I would like to refer to matters of world impor-
tance. One of the few reservations I have concer-
ning this report on European security policy is that
it has not brought out the world picture a little: the
emergence of powers in eastern Asia, the aggrava-
tion of problems of under-development or inappro-
priate development outside Europe which are in
part the cause of serious frustration and differing
types of fundamentalism, especially in the Middle
East and the Mediterranean. This is a perspective
which I would like to see developed a little more.
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Returning to our own countries, each has its dif-
ferent interests, its historic links, some of which
are very old 
- 
I am thinking of the links enjoyed
by Portugal, the United Kingdom, Spain and
France with certain Atlantic or African countries.
The question is whether it is possible to harmon-
ise all of this, whether it is possible to have a pol-
icy which goes beyond general interests and gen-
eral declarations to define some common security
interests 
- 
for instance, in certain regions such as
Central Europe, the East, the Balkans, the Medi-
terranean, the near East, or the whole of Africa.
As regards peace-keeping I am awire that other
organisations also promote peace, those which
promote development for instance, because deve-
lopment and improving the standing of living and
well-being of others, some of whom are our close
neighbours, are important in peace-keeping. How-
ever, as the European pillar of NATO and the
defence component of Europe, WEU has an essen-
tial r6le to play, because it is the only organisation
with competence in defence matters. For this rea-
son it is WEU's responsibility to attempt to define
a system ofjoint security in association with NATO.
In this unfocused, changing context, with no
clearly-defined positions, the r6le of this Assem-
bly is becoming much more important than it was
during the cold war. This is why the Council must
pay more attention to the Assembly and, as
Mr. Soell has said, not be so late in submitting its
annual report for consideration, that is to say, after
our own report has been prepared in the commit-
tee. Such delays are inadmissible and will not, I
hope, be repeated.
Obviously, I have great hopes of the Portuguese
presidency which will direct the work of the
Council from lst January next. Equally, however,
I shall not cease to be both vigilant and exigent
vis-i-vis any of my compatriots who come to
assume the presidency.
I would like to comment on the preparations for
the 1996 intergovernmental conference, which, in
my view, cannot be implemented simply by groups
of experts, followed by governmental discussions.
I think that particular method of proceeding
with the construction of policies for Europe,
which can be extremely dangerous, was exhaus-
ted after the Maastricht Treaty. There are those
who believe that it is possible to continue to pre-
sent people with ready-made policies; however, I
believe that if it takes place this time without
members of national parliaments participating in
the preparation of the conference, there will be
some unpleasant surprises.
In addition to this, I would like to tell Mr. Soell
that it seems to me difficult to claim, as the report
does in paragraph 108, that according to informa-
tion in the press, the British, Dutch and Portuguese
have a minimalist view of WEU. Clearly, it is not
for the press to define the positions of the different
countries. What does it mean to be minimalist? It
is an adjective that could mean anything ... I think
we ought to forget that paragraph, because the
media do not know what these countries or their
representatives really feel.
I shall conclude by saying that Mr. Soell has
once again honoured this Assembly, and I hope
that he will continue, in whatever capacity, be it as
historian, friend or emeritus deputy, to be prepa-
red to come to our assistance with his wise words
and investigative powers which I believe we shall
always benefit by considering and acting upon.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The debate is
adjourned.
15. Date, time and orders of the day
of the next sifring
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I propose that
the Assembly hold its next public sitting tomorrow
morning, Tuesday,29th November 1994, at 10 a.m,
with the following orders of the day.
l. Address by Sir Dudley Smith, President of
the Assembly.
2. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council (Pre-
sentation of the first part of the fortieth
annual report of the Council, Document
1433); Address by Mr. van Mierlo, Minister
for Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, Chair-
man-in-Office of the Council.
3. A European defence policy (Presentation of
the report of the Defence Committee, Docu-
ment 1445 and amendments).
4. A Ewopean security policy; A European
defence policy (Joint debate on the reports of
the Political Committee and of the Defence
Committee, Documents 1439 and amend-
ments and 1445 and amendments).
5. Address by Mr. Kucan, President of Slovenia.
Are there any objections?...
The orders of the day of the next sitting are
therefore agreed to.
Does anyone wish to speak? ...
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 6 p.m.)
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EIGHTH SITTING
Ilresday, 29th November 1994
St-rtr,ttrlany
1. Attendance register.
2. Adoption of the minutes.
3. Changes in the membership of committees.
4. Address by Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assem-
blv.
5. Chairmanship-in-OfEce of the Council (Presentation of
the first part of the fortieth arnual repon of the Council,
Doc. 1433); Address by Mr. van Mierlo, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Ofhce
of the Council.
Replies by Mr van Mierlo to questions put by: Mr. de
Puig, Mr. Davis, Mr. Valleix.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The sitting is open.
1. Attendancc register
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The names of the substi-
tutes attending this sitting which have been noti-
fied to the President will be published with the list
of representatives appended to the minutes of pro-
ceedingsr.
2. Adoptian of fue minutes
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
In accordance wittr Rule 23
of the Rules of Procedure, the minutes of proceed-
ings of the previous sitting have been distributed.
Are there any comments?...
The minutes are agreed to.
3. Changes in the membcrship of cornmittees
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The Italian Delegation pro-
poses the following changes in the membership of
committees of the Assembly in accordance with
Rule 40 (6) of the Rules of Procedure:
6. A European defence policy (Presentation ofthe repon of
the Defence Cornmittee, Doc. 1445 and amendments).
Speaker: Mr. Baumel (Rapporteur).
7. A European security policy; A European defence policy(Joint debate on the reports of the Political Coiminee
anl of the Defence Committee, Docs. 1439 and amend-
ments and 1445 and amendments).
Speakers: Mr. Martinez, Mr. Buteiko (Observer from
Ukraine), Mr. van der Linden.
E. Address by Mr. Kucan, President of Slovenia.
Replies by Mr Kucan to questions put by: Mr. Magginas
(Observer from Greece), Mr. Antretter, [,ord Mackie of
Benshie, Mr. Fassino, Mr. Roman, Mr. Jeszenszky (Obser-
v e r frorn H un gary ), Ml Mitolo.
9. Date, time and orders of the day of the next sitting.
Political Committee: Senator Pozzo as a mem-
ber in place of Mr. Selva.
Technological and Aerospace Committee: Mr.
Mitolo as a member in place of Senator Pozzo.
Committee for Parliamentary and Public Rela-
tions: Mr. Selva in place of Mr. Mitolo.
Is there any opposition? ...
The chnnges are agreed to.
4. Address by Sir Dudley Smirh
President of the Assembly
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I was told when I first star-
ted making speeches in public life that one should
never begin a speech with an apology. I shall
break that rule today and apologise to you for not
being present yesterday for the opening ofthe ses-
sion as I should have been. As most of you will
have realised, there was a vote of confidence in
the British Parliament and, quite apart from any-
thing else, it is vital for any member of parliament
to be present in those circumstances, be he on the
government side, as I was, or on the opposition. It
is something of a hanging offence not to be pre-
sent.
I should like to thank my good colleagues, Mr.
Valleix and Mr. Martinez for their kindness in pre-
The sitting was opened at l0 a.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
l. See page 19.
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siding during yesterday's sitting. I was sorry not
to be here to welcome those who have joined
national delegations since the last plenary session
in June and also those parliamentary observers
who are coming to us for the first time, especially
the parliamentarians from Kazakhstan which has
not been represented here before.
I particularly regret not being in the Chair to
welcome our new Secretary-General, Ambassa-
dor Jos6 Cutileiro, whom I had the pleasure of
meeting a few moments ago 
- 
I do so now. Secre-
tary-General, you take office at a time when Wes-
tern European Union has an increasing and vital
r0le to play and faces new challenges. I much look
forward to our co-operation.
You may certainly count on the Assembly to
continue to incite the Council to further action in
developing our organisation. We shall also sup-
port any initiative you may take to increase trans-
parency in the Council's proceedings and to
improve the information flow to the Assembly.
I have of course written to your predecessor as
Secretary-General, Dr. Willem van Eekelen, to
thank him for his dedication to Western European
Union and his achievements during the five years
of his mandate, and to wish him well for the futu-
re. I shall be presenting the medal of the Assem-
bly to him tomorrow.
Wim van Eekelen has played an important r6le
in opening up WEU to Central Europe and the
Baltic States. So much so, in fact, that for once
our Council is at present one step ahead of the
Assembly in its relationship with the associate
partners.
Altering the complex rules and regulations of
the Assembly to create a new status of associate
member and associate partner is taking more time
than was originally envisaged. This is more as a
consequence of our Assembly's legal standing as
a component part of the modified Brussels Treaty,
rather than through any lack of will on the part of
member parliamentarians.
While waiting for ratification of Greek mem-
bership of WEU, we had already implemented an
interim arrangement for Greece and the three new
associate members.
Pending the adoption of a formal status for asso-
ciate partner countries, my colleagues and I on the
Presidential Committee have offered them an
interim arrangement which allows the bigger
countries to be represented by up to four parlia-
mentarians in our plenary sessions and all coun-
tries to send one observer to each of the four main
committees: Defence, Political, Technological
and Aerospace and Parliamentary and Public
Relations. I am delighted to say that this ilrange-
ment has found favour with all the countries
concerned.
I have now completed the planned series of offi-
cial visits to all nine Central European and Baltic
states. These visits have convinced me that we are
moving in the right direction in our relationship.
All are signed up as members of the Council of
Europe, our guide over a stable democratic sys-
tem and for acceptable human rights standards.
All will take part in NATO's partnership for
peace. All are taking responsibility in one way or
another on the international scene, supporting
United Nations operations, for example, in Bosnia
or Croatia or on the Danube.
The Presidential Committee and the Committee
for Parliamentary and Public Relations recently
visited WEU headquarters for Danube operations
at Calafat in Romania. We were very impressed
with the high level of co-operation both between
the contingents from our various countries and
with the local authorities 
- 
something which had
also been evident on earlier visits to Mohacs in
Hungary and Rouss6 in Bulgaria.
We are about to enter into an increased relation-
ship with three other countries which are now joi-
ning the European Union: Ausffia, Finland and
Sweden. Well done, indeed to them! All are likely
to become full observers in WEU early next year
and will therefore have a similar status with us as
do Denmark and Ireland. In due course, one or
other of these countries may wish to become full
members of WEU although such a move could
have wide ramifications, not least for our relations
with NAIO.
As a result of yesterday's referendum, Norway
will, sadly, not be joining the European Union.
We may comfort ourselves however with the fact
that our Norwegian friends are already very active
associate members of WEU.
For a full analysis of the implications of these
moves, I would commend tlre reports submitted
by Mr. Baumel and Professor Soell, for the
Defence and Political Committees respectively,
which will be debated later today.
The other reports scheduled for the remaining
three days of this session highlight a whole range
of issues curently confronting European security
in general and WEU in particular.
Recent events have underlined the growing
need for Europe to have an autonomous capabi-
lity for satellite observation. We already have a
centre, at Torrej6n near Madrid, to analyse satel-
lite imagery in support of WEU interests. I visi-
ted the centre for the second time last Wed-
nesday together with colleagues. We were
extremely impressed, for example, by the latest
pictures of various areas of the former Yugoslav
territory.
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This imagery is of considerable value in con-
nection with current operations there and could
be vital for not only WEU, but also the United
Nations and even NATO, should certain other
facilities be withdrawn.
Sadly many of those who are to decide the future
of the Cenfte next year have never been near the
place. My advice to them is therefore to go and see
just how much has been achieved in such a short
time 
- 
to the great credit of the Director, Barry
Blaydes, and his enthusiastic and very professional
staff. I was somewhat reassured by the Secretary-
General's comments about Torrej6n yesterday. We
can all take heart from them. Unfortunately, our
remit does not run to making the decision our-
selves, but Assembly members who have been to
the Centre have been very impressed by it.
Our Assembly intends to organise a seminar
early next year to weigh the pros and cons of a
WEU observation satellite programme. The aim is
to concenffate minds before vital decisions are
taken by our Council of Ministers.
One of our more parochial reports, to be presen-
ted this afternoon by Mr. Rathbone on behalf of
the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Admi-
nistration, deserves particular attention. The solu-
tions proposed in terms of equipment, notably for
this hemicycle, could allow us to continue func-
tioning in our Paris headquarters for the fore-
seeable future.
I trust that the Council will agree that the costs
involved are minimal, compared with those which
would be incurred if we had to relocate or hold
sessions in other places.
Complementing our debates this week is a
galaxy of speakers and the Assembly is extremely
pleased at the real interest shown in our work.
In a moment the Chairman-in-Office of the
WEU Council will give us an account of the deci-
sions taken at the ministerial meeting at Noord-
wijk in the Netherlands on 14th November.
The Noordwijk declaration, together with the
preliminary conclusions on the formulation of a
common European defence policy, are substantial
and far-reaching documents which need careful
study. The Chairman-in-Office's commentary
will therefore be of considerable value to us.
Foreign Minister van Mierlo will be followed
by the Presidents of Slovenia and Romania who
do us a signal honour in addressing us 
- 
a first, I
think, for a single day.
Slovenia is the first country I have visited offi-
cially other than our associate partner countries
and I was much impressed with what I saw there
as well as by those I met.
The Romanian authorities have recently inaugu-
rated an information and documentation centre on
European security and defence 
- 
an initiative
which we applaud in particular.
Tomorrow's flrst speaker is Mr. Caputo, Under-
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of Italy,
representing Mr. Martino, Foreign Minister of
Italy who is currently Chairman-in-Office of the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe. The summit meeting of that organisation,
scheduled for next week in Budapest, may bring
some change to the standing of the CSCE and
have a side effect on our own r6le.
Many members of the WEU Assembly are
members of national delegations to the CSCE
Assembly and our Assembly has observer status
there. I hope that it may be possible in the future
further to co-ordinate WEU influence within the
CSCE, counting on the goodwill of our double-
hatted members.
Russia has long been an advocate of strength-
ening the CSCE as the pan-European institution
par excellence and it will be very interesting on
Thursday morning to have the views of the Foreign
Minister of the Russian Federation, Mr. Kozyrev.
He is the author of a number of proposals which
will be examined at the CSCE gathering on 5th
and 6th December and which were debated at
length and good-spiritedly when our Assembly
received a special delegation from the Russian
Parliament in October.
Closer to home, the address at the end of tomor-
row afternoon by Mr. Balladur will be the first by
the Prime Minister of France since 1986. It comes
at a most interesting time, given current events,
and will probably complement and expand on the
ideas expressed by the French Defence Minister,
Mr. L6otard, at our very successful colloquy last
month, "Organising our security".
The colloquy was the first of its kind, bringing
together as it did the chairmen of foreign affairs
and defence committees of national parliaments
to discuss the ways and means of organising
European security for the turn of the century.
Our own member countries and Greece were
present, of course, together with parliamentarians
from our associate member, associate partner and
observer nations as well as Austria, Finland and
Sweden, plus the Russian Federation 
- 
28 coun-
tries in all. It was an outstanding success.
The printed proceedings of the colloquy are
available and I hope will help nurture the debate
on the revision of the Maastricht Treaty, which
should come to a head in1996. The aim of the col-
loquy was to put down a few helpful markers, gui-
delines for our various governments, as they seek
consensus on the way ahead.
85
OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES EIGIITH SITTING
The President ( continued)
I say the way ahead, for I am amazed to hear
comments from some of those who should know
better to the effect that WEU per se has no future.
They say that it is already obvious that we shall
abandon our rdle as the European pillar of NATO
and be absorbed lock, stock and barrel into the
European Union under some bureaucratic Com-
missioner for defence in Brussels.
One or two chancelleries, no doubt to escape the
scrutiny of their national parliaments, are already
poised to recommend defence as a subject for the
European Parliament 
- 
even though the last Euro-
pean Parliament was never able to advance any
coherent foreign and security policy.
A number of former senior members have now
joined the new European Parliament and I hope
therefore that some practical and sensible pro-
gress will be possibleln that body.
Meanwhile, I should like to warn against
various moves which I see as very premature. No
doubt I shall be described by some as a reaction-
ary, although those who know me realise that as
President of the Assembly, and for four years pre-
viously as Chairman of the Defence Committee, I
have fought far and wide to advance the ideal of
European co-operation in terms of security and
defence in their most practical forms.
We are currently in the process of creating a
viable and strong operational Western European
9rlor. We are expanding our membe-rship andgiving our new associates a better deal than any
other similar body.
We say yes to a great many initiatives in the
domain of European security and defence: yes to
the European corps as a force answerable to WEU;
yes to a WEU humanitarian rapid action force; yes
to a WEU observation sateUite prograrnme as a
component part of an intelligence-gathering net-
work; yes to WEU co-operation in setting up a
European Armaments Agency for joint procure-
ment projects such as the future large aircraft.
I could go on, for the list of initiatives our coun-
tries are bringing to WEU increases month by
month.
I hope however that as the WEU Assembly we
shall say a resounding no to handing over the poli-
tical and parliamentary conffol of our defence to
an inexperienced and still far from popular forum.
It is most interesting to note that not one of the
national parliamentarians present at the colloquy
on lTth October suggested such a move.
Our electorates are currently convinced that the
threat of war has disappeared and that conse-
quently spending on defence may be safely diver-
ted to other more pressing needs.
That same electorate, howover, is not ready to
abandon national prerogatives in defence. Those
who are prepared to push in that direction should
be aware that they are courting a monumental row
inl996-97 which would make the unhappy Maas-
tricht ratification debate of 1992-93 look like a
vicarage tea party. I speak with feeling, as some-
one who experienced some of the overtones of
Maasricht in the vote in the House of Commons
last night.
I give notice that this particular Assembly is
most unlikely to take such medicine lying down.
Ideally we would wish to be part of the WEU
Council's consultation process, with a place at the
Council table to help elaborate ajoint approach on
the review of WEU's declaration annexed to the
Maasticht Treaty.
We shall certainly engage in constructive dis-
cussion in 1995. I shall probably be suggesting to
colleagues that the Assembly should hold public
assizes on European security and defence arran-
gements early in 1996. Throghout the process
we shall continue to work with national foreign
affairs and defence committees.
Ladies and gentlemen, I must bring these
remarks to a close, but before doing so, it would
be very remiss of me not to mention a particular
event which may have long-term implications for
us all. I am referring of course to the United
States' decision, on llth November, to cease
applying the United Nations sanctioned embargo
on anns for Bosnia-Herzegovina.
It so happened that I was in Washington on your
behalf the following week, attending the autumn
session of the North Atlantic Assembly, which
body, I am happy to report, has voted to give our
Assembly, in a spirit of transparency, the official
status of parliamentary observer.
Our American colleagues seemed arnzed at
European reactions to President Clinton's actions
over the embargo. I pointed out that the headlinesin nearly all European newspapers over the
weekend of 12th-13th November reflected almost
universal dismay at what was perceived as a real
chink in what had been the annour of NATO
ffansatlantic solidarity.
By the end of the week, after my calls in the
Pentagon, the National Security Council and the
Vice-President's ofFrce, there was some realisa-
tion on the United States side that matters might
have been handled a little differently.
Of course the removal of two ships and one or
two aircraft from the heart of the NATOAilEU
operation in the Adriatic is not critical to the
continuing success of the embargo at sea. More
disturbing is the potential change in military dis-
positions in Bosnia which could still have a disas-
trous effect on the European contingents serving
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there, mainly from WEU and WEU-associated
and observer nations.
This was the gist of the lefters I sent on behalf of
the Assembly on 11th November to the Dutch
Foreign and Defence Ministers. I asked them to
take the matter very seriously and to address the
problem with their colleagues during the ministe-
rial meeting which was held on 14th November.
We look forward to hearing exactly what was
discussed and decided in this context and also to
having the Chairman-in-Office's assessment of
the longer-term effect of such unilateral action by
the United States on NAIO solidarity and conse-
quently on European security.
On the current d6bacle over Bihac, I should add
that I was very grateful that colleagues yesterday
tabled a motion for a recommendation with a
request for urgent procedure and that the Political
Committee has responded so promptly.
This comes as a particular test of our resolve.
Thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for your
attention.
5. Chair'manship-in-Offtce of the Council
(Presenlation of the firct part of the fortiath
annual report of the Council, Doc. 1433)
Address by Mr. van Mierlo,
Ministerfor Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands,
Chairman-in-Offtce of the Council
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the address by Mr. van Mierlo, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-
Office of the Council, and presentation of the for-
tieth annual rcport of the Council, Documentl43.
Minister, it is a pleasure to welcome you to the
Assembly this morning. This is the first occasion
on which we shall see and hear you 
- 
and also,
sadly, the last, given that the new six-month presi-
dencies are all too short.
Some of us, however, have been fortunate
enough to hear your co-Chairman-in-Office, Mr.
Voorhoeve on a number of occasions. He, as
Minister of Defence, and you, as Minister for
Foreign Affairs, have been instrumental in taking
WEU quite a step forward in these months.
The Dutch presidency of WEU has proved very
positive and the Noordwijk declaration is a sub-
stantial and encouraging document. The prelimi-
nary conclusions on the formulation of a common
European defence policy is a very convincing first
stab at what may become a European white paper.
We look forward to hearing your perspective on
the way ahead. I understand that Mr. van Mierlo
has also agreed to answer some brief questions at
the end of his address.
I call Mr. van Mierlo.
Mr. van MIERLO (Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the Netherlands and Chairman-in-Office of the
Council). 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your
kind words to myself and to the Dutch chairman-
ship. I want to talk about what happened during
the past six months and I am grateful for the
opportunity to address you on developments
concerning WEU during the period of the Nether-
lands presidency. As our presidency expires at the
turn of the year, I suppose it is not unfair to say
that the greater substantive part of our term of
office is already behind us. At Noordwijk, we
endorsed a number of decisions that marked our
presidency, while on the same occasion Portugal
indicated a number of ideas which are to be taken
further during its forthcoming presidency. Today,
therefore, is an excellent opportunity to reflect on
the recent past and to look ahead to the near future.
Mr. President, I propose to do that as follows:
first, I will consider the matters we have dealt
with and what we have achieved during our presi-
dency, roughly since the Kirchberg Ministerial
Council. Secondly,I would like to share with you
some thoughts on the broader aspects of European
security, a theme which, I know, is high on your
agenda these days and will also, no doubt, be high
on Europe's agenda for the months and years to
come.
As members of this Assembly and of national
parliaments you have a definite desire 
- 
as I know
from my own experience 
- 
to be informed of the
way we have handled our presidency, and you
have every right to do so. As you will recall, the
Netherlands took over from Luxemburg on lst
July, shortly after the important meeting at Kirch-
berg in May this year. At Kirchberg, WEU deci-
ded to make a contribution to the integration of
Central and Eastern European countries in Wes-
tern institutions, very much along the lines of
similar developments in NAIO and the European
Union. We moved away from the Forum of
Consultation, which had previously defined our
relations with these countries, to give them a sta-
tus within WEU: the status of associate partner. In
this way we made it possible for them to partici-
pate to a very large extent in our activities.
It was up to the Netherlands presidency to give
substance to this new status in practical terms. I
believe that, within what is a relatively short per-
iod of time, we have made significant progress.
The countries of Central and Eastern Europe now
take part in the deliberations of the Permanent
Council on a bi-weekly basis. Furthermore, enlar-
ged sessions of the special working group, when
appropriate, and twenty-four-sffong meetings of
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the Council working group now take place, provi-
ding the Central and Eastern European countries
with an opportunity to make a substantial contri-
bution to our common security agendas.
This is only a beginning, however. Clearly,
there is room for further improvement. Broader-
based participation in WEU operations, also by
associate members, observers and associate part-
ners, has yet to materialise. The current operations
- 
Sharp Guard jointly with NATO in the Adriatic,
the Danube mission and WEU police operation in
Mostar 
- 
are performed only by the nine full
members. I see every reason to consider wider
participation, so that offers of personnel and
material would be assessed one by one on the
basis of the merits and operational value of the
offers, and not on the basis of the level of attach-
ment to or formal status in WEU. We must not
forget that practically all of us are involved in
peace-keeping operations in different regions of
the world, in a wide variety of configurations. We
co-operate with Central and Eastern European
countries in the context of the United Nations in
former Yugoslavia, we exercise with them in the
framework of NATO's partnership for peace and,
presumably, we will work with these countries
again in a possible CSCE peace-keeping opera-
tion in Nagorno-Karabakh. I, therefore, see no
political reason in principle to exclude others
from participation in WEU operations. On the
conffary, I think we can enhance WEU's operatio-
nal r6le by letting them in on a case-by-case basis
and allowing their troops to alternate with our
own personnel in the field, as conditions require.
In fact, Mr. President, this is nothing more than
applying in practice the principle of co-operative
security, to which we all subscribe. It will no
doubt lead to stronger ties between our countries
and thus to the strengthening of European security
in a wider sense.
At Noordwijk we had the opportunity to listen
to Dr. Hans Koschnick, the administrator on
behalf of the European Union of the city of Mos-
tar. He emphasised the need for rapid full deploy-
ment of a WEU police contingent, not only in
order to create a safe environment for the people
and administration of Mostar, but also in order to
make headway with the integration of the two
local 
- 
Muslim and Bosnian-Croat 
- 
police
forces. The plan for the Unified Police Force of
Mostar should be implemented as soon as pos-
sible. We have appealed to the WEU member
states in question to provide in the coming weeks
the personnel and material they have pledged.
What is at stake here is not only the success of the
Mostar operation, but the credibility of WEU in
current and future operations. This is all the more
important since WEU is breaking new ground by
setting up rrrrangements for a humanitarian task
force and others for evacuation planning.
This brings me to a brief observation about an
issue that, according to the press, dominated our
Council meeting in Noordwijk. We had an hour
and half long discussion about the combined
WEUA{ATO operation Sharp Guard in the Adria-
tic, in the light of the American decision to with-
draw from certain supervision tasks related to the
United Nations arms embargo. We considered
that the military consequences of the American
step might require some technical operational
adjustments, which could be fairly easily resolved
in consultation with the allies. The continued
effectiveness of the operation was never in ques-
tion. We took the view that the political ramifica-
tions of the American decision would have to be
dealt with in the appropriate fora, such as the
contact group. The declaration of Noordwijk
reflects these points. In short, the American step
was unwelcome, not so much because of its
- 
limited 
- 
military consequences, but mainly
because of the political consequences subsequent
steps might have for resolving the conflict in for-
mer Yugoslavia.
This brings me to a second issue that has mar-
ked our presidency, namely the document on a
common European defence policy. It was, as you
know, endorsed in Noordwijk by ministers. This
document, too, is only a beginning. It seeks to
provide a basis for further work in shaping a
European defence policy. The paper sets out in a
balanced way the scope and objectives of such a
policy. It enumerates a number of elements of a
CEDP 
- 
the "acquis", as it were 
- 
that had dready
been developed in WEU, the European Union and
NATO. From this stepping stone, we have tried to
identify a number of areas which should be deve-
loped with some urgency in order to build WEU
into a flexible and operational organisation, capable
of rapid response. I see the recommendations in the
document not as a menu from which we can pick
and choose, but rather as a coherent programme of
immediate action to be pursued in its entirety.
We can carry out part of this programme our-
selves in WEU. I refer to the recommendations on
sffengthening the Planning Cell and setting up
appropriate information and consultation mecha-
nisms for swift and appropriate responses to
emerging crises, such as the proposed political
and military support for the Permanent eouncil.
However, there is also a part that we cannot do on
our own and that is to strengthen WEU's opera-
tional rdle through the use of combined joinf task
forces. The CEDP document recognises this
g_onggpt as a very promising way of enhancing
WEU's operational abilities. The main argument
- 
even apart from political considerations 
- 
is that
using the capabilities already available in NAIO
saves time and money and avoids unnecessary
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duplication. However, we obviously need the
full co-operation of NATO, which launched the
concept in its January summit declaration. As you
will be aware, last June WEU sent its position on
the idea of CJTFs to NATO for its response.
NATO is at present working on defining arid eta-
borating the concept. We expect NATO's results
in the coming months, as I would see them as a
test case for WEUI.{AIO relations and the opera-
tional potential of WEU.
Another subject I would like to raise in this
overview of our presidency relates to a point I
mentioned earlier when I spoke of the importance
of strengthening security in Europe as a whole. At
Noordwijk we were able to launch a discussion on
the broader aspects ofEuropean security, or, in the
words of paragraph 6 of the Noordwijk declara-
tion: "Ministers considered that WEU member
countries, associate members, associate partners
and observers should now reflect in common on
the new European security conditions, with due
regard for the work already undertaken, in order
to arrive at a common analysis of the problems,
including those related to the security and stability
of the Mediterranean basin, with which they are
faced and to reach agreement as to the appropriate
responses. Ministers asked the Permanent Coun-
cil to initiate reflection in this area, including the
proposal put forward by France to draft a white
paper on European security."
I am very much looking forward to this reflec-
tion, which I think has come not a day too soon. In
the present historical context it is inevitable and
even desirable that we discuss European security
with our new partners. The modalities of this
reflection have yet to be developed, but we can
expect the Permanent Council to take the first
steps soon in order to ensure that the discussion is
in full swing next year. I invite your Assembly to
make its contribution to this reflection at an appro-
priate time. I would also expect the WEU Institute
for Security Studies to provide us with its ideas.
As we can also see in other international fora,
the process of widening our security must go hand
in hand with a process of deepening of our core
structures. I refer here to the intergovernmental
conference n 1996, which will be of the utmost
importance to WEU as well as the European
Union and our transatlantic relations. Our docu-
ment on a common European defence policy can
be seen as an initial contribution to the WEU
review of its Maastricht declaration as far as the
substance of such a common policy is concerned.
I believe we acted wisely in not including institu-
tional aspects in this document. Otherwise, no
doubt, it would not have been ready today. But
that does not mean that we should not examine, at
this point, institutional aspects relating to the IGC
and the review of the WEU declaration of Maas-
tricht in 1996. Or, in the words of paragraph 7 of
the Noordwijk declaration: "Ministers agreed to
consider the possibility of holding a WEU mee-
ting at summit level before the IGC in order to
finalise its political input to the conference."
I think it was your Assembly that at some poinr
recommended holding a summit of this kind. We
should make an early start on preparing the politi-
cal input. We have suggested that an expert group,
such as the Special Working Group, begin prepa-
rations, building on the CEDP paper, by drawing
up an initial report as guidance for further delibe-
rations.
Here too, I would be glad to see your Assembly
and the Institute play an active r6le at some point
in helping keep this discussion on ffack. No doubt
your Assembly, as part of the European institutio-
nal framework, will feel a direct interest in taking
part in the discussion.
At this juncture, may I throw in some prelimi-
nary questions 
- 
to which I am seeking the
answers 
- 
conceming our European security
architecture? As you will be aware, we are crea-
ting a new architecture now that the issue of
expansion of western security organisations is
high on the agenda. Later this week, NATO will
discuss the general question of modalities for
membership for the Central and Eastem European
countries which are active in the partnership for
peace. NAIO is gradually moving from the ques-
tion "if'to the questions "when and how" and, as
a first step, the question of "how" in particular.
We should recognise that peace and stability in
the countries of which I am speaking cannot be
attained solely by means of NATO membership.
Economic, social and political stability are proba-
bly even more important, and perhaps also more
difficult, when it comes to achieving that security
in the strict sense of the word. Stability in the
wider sense can be achieved only by the combina-
tion of integration into the European Union, WEU
and NAIO. As a result, I believe that the pro-
cesses of integration of these countries into NAIO
and the European Union should, in principle and
ideally, be parallel processes.
Related to this issue is the question whether
expansion should take place in one Central Euro-
pean country at a time,- in smaller groups in suc-
cession or even simultaneously for the entire
group. I leave this question to be answered in the
light of the political and security situation at the
time.
Another question is how we can ensure that
expansion satisfies not merely the security inter-
ests of the candidate countries, but those of Euro-
pe as a whole. I am referring to the need to deve-
lop appropriate relations with Russia, Ukraine and
Belarus. Those are countries that may feel left out
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or perceive themselves to be on the wrong side of
an imaginary dividing line in Europe. It will
undoubtedly be crucial for security and stability in
Europe at large for such feelings to be eliminated.
We should not deny or ignore the existence of
dividing lines, but we should remember that those
lines are not fixed. We should see it as our task to
make the countries in question aware that such
lines represent merely different shades of integra-
tion. They do not preclude closer contacts and co-
operation now nor do they exclude closer future
iurangements.
To this end, Mr. hesident, we should use the
available potential in the Conference on Security
and Co-operation in Europe to promote mutual
confidence and mansparency. We should make
more use of the regional and sub-regional
approaches that the CSCE can offer. Commen-
dable efforts in related fields are already being
made in the framework of the stability pact. We
should begin to determine our position on a new
or altered arms control r6gime in Europe, on the
basis of the present treaty on conventional forces
in Europe.
Such a multilateral approach should be comple-
mented by others at bilateral level. We here in
Western Europe should continue to improve our
efforts to support political and economic reform
in Russia, Ukraine and Belarus. That will serve
the interests of all involved. But a special respon-
sibility rests on the shoulders of the Central and
Eastern European countries to forge strong econo-
mic, political and security ties with these three
neighbouring countries. The thin dotted lines will
be there not to divide, but to provide new win-
dows of opportunity, bilaterdly as well as in a
regional setting.
Where does this leave WEU? WEU member-
ship is the link in the membership of the European
Union and NAIO. Expansion of WEU will there-
fore automatically follow from the parallel inte-
gration processes of these organisations. That is
not to imply that WEU can sit back and wait for
things to happen. WEU must prepare itself in
order to be ready to accept these countries when
the time comes. In the meantime, WEU should
give full implementation to the associate partner
status of the countries involved. Furthermore,
WEU can do its part to strengthen ties with Russia
and Ukraine. Proposals to that end are currently
being discussed by the Permanent Council.
In conclusion, I hope that the Netherlands presi-
dency will be remembered as a good beginning for
a number of important processes that will require
further development over the next few years.
Noordwijk set the stage for a coherent approach
of a common European defence policy in WEU
and possibly also in the Europoan Union. We have
produced an initial substantirie document, provi-
ding for an action prograrnme with a view to
enhancing the operational abilities of WEU. It
also marked the beginning of an institutional
debate that should prepare us for the IGC and the
review of our Maastricht declaration in 1996.
Moreover, Noordwijk initiated a wide-ranging
reflection on broader aspects of European secur-
ity, involving WEU members, associate members,
observers and associate partners. The WEU poli-
ce operation has been set in motion and is now
well under way. In the past few months we have
created the conditions that will make it possible
for a humanitarian task force to be set up and for
WEU to play a rOle in evacuation.
I believe that this limited list is as good as it can
be given the short duration of our presidency.
I look back with satisfaction on the recent past as
I look forward to the interesting but complicated
times ahead of us. I have taken the liberty today of
presenting you with some of the questions that
will need answers over the coming months and
years. I trust that we can count on contributions
from your Assembly, Mr. President, in the further
shaping of security in Europe.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Minister, for
that interesting summary. We have a large number
of questions and must try to do the best that we
can in the time available. Therefore, without fur-
ther ado, I shall first call Mr. de Puig.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Presi-
dent, Minister, I am taking the floor as President
of the Political Committee of this Assembly.
Yesterday afternoon, this plenary session took
the decision to request the Political Committee to
draw up a draft recommendation quickly on the
situation in Bosnia and more specifically in
Bihac. You will understand that we, as representa-
tives of the citizens of Europe, are equally horri-
fied by events in Bosnia. We feel shame and indi-
gnation at what is happening there.
Events such as those in Bihac 
- 
the continuing
disaster and the impunity with which the Bosnian
Serbs are acting 
- 
serve to demonstrate that we
are not making any progress towards peace; the
attitude of the United States does not contribute to
a resolution of the problem and the obvious failu-
re up to now of the contact group, which has not
succeeded in concluding peace negotiations, also
concerns us. As elected representatives we cannot
remain silent in the face of all this.
Of course we know that we have always taken a
negative stance with regard to military interven-
tion; we know that military intervention is no
solution. We always believed that there would not
be a military solution. We also know that our
governments and the citizens of our countries are
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not very willing to send troops to a war, the out-
come of which no one can predict. However, at
the same time we know that if no pressure at all is
brought to bear on the Bosnian Serbs, no dissua-
sion attempted, or threats made, then they are
never going to negotiate a peace.
This is the problem and there are those who
believe, as was demonstrated in this Assembly
yesterday, that NAIO may not yet have exhausted
its powers of dissuasion and threat. Some of us
believe that WEU and its Council have equally
not yet exhausted the possibilities of taking more
firm and folreful decisions. For all these reasons,
and in order that we can prepare the text of the
recommendation which we will discuss here
tomorrow, we would like to know 
- 
and your
reply is of great importance to us 
- 
how far the
Council of WEU is able to go.
Would it be in a position to take a decision to
send an intervention force immediately?
Would it be in a position to request NAIO to
carry out systematic and continuous deterrent
action until the conditions were in place for a poli-
tical settlement?
Would the Council, if requested by the Assem-
bly, be prepared to take a decision in this sense?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. van MIERLO (Ministerfor Foreign Affairs
of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council). 
- 
I entirely agree with everything the
distinguished delegate has said. Yesterday over
lunch the General Council discussed the Yugoslav
situation at a meeting in Brussels, and all minis-
ters present were quite firm in their intention to
continue with European policy as it is. That means
that, forthe moment, we are not talking about spe-
cific military answers. We felt that we were in no
position to do that, given that NATO is about to
meet in Brussels this Thursday and Friday.
Of course we were all horrified by what happe-
ned in Bihac, but, speaking for myself, I see no
possibility at present of sending foops there 
-
either to intervene or to act as a buffer.
The ministers expressed their resolve to step up
the political pressure on all the participants to
accept the plan drawn up by the contact group. We
should like to find ways of making more effective
use of the instruments that NATO has, but we
agree that the possibilities are limited. For ins-
tance, the only insffumentE we have in Bihac are
aeroplanes, and they are not very useful. The
fighting is going on in the streets, and the use of
planes would involve huge collateral damage.
That is not to say that NATO cannot come up
with more substantive answers for other parts of
the country; they will be discussed in the coming
days. Thereafter the contact group will meet on
Friday evening, and I believe that NAIO will
have some strong advice for the contact group.
The Assembly can be sure that ministers feel the
utmost concern and will do everything to come up
with the right answers.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
The
irony of it! The shame!
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Davis.
Mr. DAVIS (United Kingdom). 
- 
But, Minister,
it is a fact, is it not, that the Serbs started this war?
Why should they be allowed to enjoy the fruits of
their aggression?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. van MIERLO (Ministerfor Foreign Affairs
of the Netherlands, Chairmnn-in-Office of the
Council). 
- 
Certainly they should not. We do what
we can; but if you are brying to describe a certain
feeling of impotence about this civil war, which is
of a type that we are unaccustomed to, then you
are quite right. The Serbs are taking advantage of
the situation 
- 
that is undeniable 
- 
but that was
never the purpose of our actions. We are doing
everything to ffry to increase the pressure on the
Serbs and to make them get out, stop fighting and
accept the plan.
As long as our means are limited, however,
there will be an unavoidable feeling of impotence
about all this. Perhaps the answer is to be found in
making better use of the instruments available to
NATO. There is no question of giving the Serbs
the opportunity to enjoy the fruits of aggression.
That is not our goal: it is just the temporary result
of what has happened. We shall do our best to
change it, but we have not been very successful
thus far. We all feel shame about this, but that
does not help those who are suffering. We must
try to frnd other means of ending the conflict, and
we must never despair. It is our task to go on even
in the current very difficult circumstances. We
will do everything possible politically and milita-
rily. We will do what we can.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next question comes
from Mr. Valleix.
Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). 
- 
Chair-
man-in-Office, I find in your highly interesting
comments, for which we thank you, an echo of the
Council's recent work in which in-depth thought
was given to European security and when consi-
deration was also given to France's proposal of a
white paper. All of this is certainly progress in the
right direction.
My question is this. The defence budgets in our
member countries are melting like snow in the
sun. Where are we going to stand, do you think, in
1996 with the good intentions you assure us of but
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when we shall have even less 
- 
not to say comple-
tely inadequate 
- 
resources to meet our obliga-
tions? This financial aspect, too, has to be borne
in mind. What is your view?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. van MIERLO (Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council). 
- 
I thank Mr. Valleix, who makes a
good point. The military budget is shrinking in
every country. At the same time, we have to face
our own impotence in dealing with problems such
as those we face in former Yugoslavia.
But there is a real reason for concern. The chan-
ged situation is that we are no longer obliged to
take positions in a cold war while facing the threat
of a very hot war-the hotrest you can think of 
- 
and
that will give us room in our budgets, of course.
However, at the same time, we must realise that
we have to restructure in all our countries because
of the different tasks we have and because secur-
ity will have a different meaning and will demand
a different military organisation. For that reason,
we need budgetary capacity to reshape our mili-
tary forces. All WEU countries should be careful
about reducing defence budgets too quickly. I there-
fore share Mr. Valleix's vision, and it is a crucial
point in all the nations 
- 
certainly in my own.
We discuss this in depth these days, and it is one
of the reasons why I have to leave this audience. I
am limited by a slot at the airport at 12 o'clock, so
I must leave, I am afraid, in forty-five minutes. I
ask your permission to do so, while thanking this
audience for its attention to my words and for its
questions. I wish you a very fruitful meeting.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We are very sorry, because
there are a number of members with pressing
questions to ask. Is it possible to get a couple
more in if they are short?
Mr. van MIERLO (Ministerfor Foreign Affairs
of the Netherlands, Chainnan-in-Office of the
Council).- If I am not at the airport at 12 o'clock,
I would have to stay for hours. Then, of course, I
would have plenty of time to answer all the ques-
tions. But I have to go.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
What a
nerve! I don't believe it.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We are in your hands,
Minister, and we cannot force you to stay; but we
are disappointed, because I have a list of at least
six other people who wanted to ask material ques-
tions. But thank you very much for coming and
for addressing us this morning.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
On a
point of order. The date of this meeting was
known six months ago. Why did not the Minis-
ter's staff arrange sufficient time for him to make
a speech and then do the courteous thing by
answering questions from a democratic assembly?
Mr. van MIERLO (Ministerfor Foreign Affairs
of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council). 
- 
I apologise for having to bring this up,
but we are having the budget discussions tomor-
row in our assembly and that forces me to go back.I informed your organisation beforehand that I
could take a few questions, but then I heard this
morning that my time is limited by having to be at
the airport by 12 o'clock. I am sorry that it is like
this, but I am afraid that it is not totally my fault.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, I can only support Lord Finsberg's pro-
test. In my view, it is a particularly regrettable
lack of consideration. Here is our Assembly mee-
ting at plenary level in the tragic situation we have
today and we are told our questions cannot be
answered because of a plane leaving at midday.
With respect may I tell you, Minister, that in your
position you can have an aircraft when you want. If
you like, I can telephone Mr. Balladur, the French
Prime Minister, and get you a plane at 1 or 2p.m.
Mr. van MIERLO (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs
of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council) (Translation).- Thank you for the offer.
I am sorry I cannot take it. IfI could have travel-
led later I would not have needed your Prime
Minister's help, I would have done it myself. As a
member of parliament I have every respect for
your Assembly but there is no way round it, I have
to go. I renew my apologies.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The Assembly has heard
what the Minister has said and what I said just
now. There is no way that we can insist that he
remains. I must say, in fairness to members, that I
feel that we are being treated discourteously by
the Council in this respect.
We try to do our best and show that we count for
something, and this is the one occasion when we
have the Chairman-in-Office here. No one wants to
carry these things on too long, but, at a particularly
busy time, when many things are happening, there
are many questions that people want answering.
I am very sorry about this, and it is a matter that
we shall have to take up with the Council.
Thank you, Minister.
6. A European deferce policy
(Presentation of the report of thc Defence Comtniltee,
Doc. 1445 and amendments)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
perhaps on a less contentious item 
- 
the presenta-
tion by Mr. Baumel of the report of the Defence
I
/
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Committee on a European defence policy, Docu-
ment 1445, which is being debated jointly with a
report on a European security policy, presented
yesterday by Mr. Soell.
I call Mr. Baumel to present his report.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, you will readily understand that,
having to present a report on European defence, I
am prompted to say a few additional words about
the questions raised a moment ago.
There is a surrealistic touch to today's debate on
the defence of Europe in the peaceful atmosphere
of this Assembly whereas, only two hours away,
events of extreme gravity are taking place with
the loss of human lives, the bombing of hospitals
and the besieging of a town as you all know. It
really touches our hearts to witness these dreadful
events and to be able to do no more than propose
solutions that cannot work.
It is not just the Bosnian army being defeated at
Bihac, once again it is the United Nations, the
conscience of international law, being scanda-
lously humiliated and NATO showing how inca-
pable it is of acting as one might have thought it
could. How do you think that the representatives
present here today of the peoples of Cenffal and
Eastern Europe with their serious problems of
insecurity in the unsafe vacuum in Central Europe
- 
how do you think these rcpresentatives here lis-
tening to us can still have any faith in the security
and defence organisations of Western Europe and
the Atlantic world when NATO, the biggest coali-
tion of modern times, designed to halt two hun-
dred Soviet divisions only a few years ago, is
incapable of knocking out three tanks near a
besieged township because of the fog?
How is it possible that such an organisation
could be so paralysed? And how can one imagine
that WEU of which we are all members could be
satisfied in the present conditions with a few
declarations like the statement we have just heard
from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
Netherlands or those issued after meetings of
ambassadors or other officials?
But since that is the way things are, let me make
a proposal: turn NAIO into a Salvation Army bri-
gade, at least it might be more effective.
The indignation we feel should make us do
some deep thinking. Let these tragic moments
pass, but let us try to see what we have to do now.
Today it is very clear that if Europeans do not
take their destiny into their own hands and if they
fail to shoulder greater responsibilities by setting
up a European pole of security they will be pla-
cing themselves in an uncertain situation for the
future.
True, NAIO is still a useful organisation today
and true, too, NATO should change and add to
what was its agreed mission in the past new res-
ponsibilities in the way of maintaining and resto-
ring peace. But who cannot see that NATO, in the
most blatant fashion, is wholly in the hands of one
of the great powers that are its members? When
that great power, for its own reasons which it is
not perhaps for us to judge, refuses to allow
NATO to act, apart from bowing in defeat and
humiliation, it is up to us as Europeans to take on
board our own defence problems.
That states WEU's problem. It identifies the dif-
ficulty we have in trying to develop its responsibi-
lities so that the house of cards it has been for
years past now becomes a polygon of security.
To get to that point there are a number of ques-
tions that have to be answered.
Between you and me, are we really sure that all
WEU's members want to go in for joint thinking
on security problems? Are we really sure that all
WEU's members are in favour of the effective and
significant strengthening of WEU? Perusal of a
number of reports of parliaments, councils and
councils of ministers seems to suggest, on the
contrary, that some of them would prefer a policy
of maximum caution as regards the progress that
WEU might make. Are we really agreed that the
Secretary-General should be given other duties
than just being our organisation's administrator
and law clerk?
Might it not be thought that a secretary-general
should be a politician endowed with full authority
so as to make the voice of WEU heard where it
should be heard instead of simply being a partici-
pant at a few meetings?
I am taking advantage of the fact that we have
had the honour to receive the new WEU Secre-
tary-General today to say this. Very serious res-
ponsibilities are about to come your way, Secretary-
General. We have confidence in you but you
really have to enforce around you, there where
you are, the reforms that are so necessary for our
organisation.
Are we sure that the Council of Ministers is not
a kind of unobtrusive recording studio for govern-
ment use and that it is really performing what
should be its r6le?
Are we sure that this kind of artificial "Canada
Dry" headquarters which we call a Planning Cell
is playing its real part? It looks like a Planning
Cell but I am afraid that really it is just an orderly
room for a phantom army. There, too, spectacular
and far-reaching changes are needed.
The Planning Cell needs to be given greater
authority and more responsibility. It is not right
that officers seconded to this Planning Cell should
depend on the whim of a secretary-general or this
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or that member to have the right to make plans or
draft reports which, in any case, end up in most
cases at the bottom of a drawer.
Is it right that WEU should be so weak that it
cannot command the three functions essential, as
any expert will tell you, for strategic effective-
ness, i.e. logistic support, transport and intelli-
gence? We have the European corps. Well done!
It, at least, is a relatively effective unit. Unfortu-
nately, even today, it does not 
- 
did you know 
-
have any legal status.
Again unfortunately, the European corps has
seventeen different models of weapon, just when
we need to introduce some measure of harmonisa-
tion and make its action effective. The European
corps cannot move farther than five hundred kilo-
metres. It has no transport.
We shall say nothing about action at a distance.
It has no high speed, large-capacity air transport
facilities. Neither does any of our countries them-
selves incidentally. This is why the European
FLA (future large aircraft) project is so essential
for the future. Not only does WEU not have logis-
tic support or Eansport facilities, it has no intelli-
gence capability. When the rather unpleasant
American decision was taken to withdraw its
ships from the blockade in the Adriatic, which
naturally prompted certain actions, do you know
that the threat was made to cut offthe intelligence
channels essential for the operation of our defence
institutions in Europe?
Is that something we can accept? Can we go on
living alongside those deaf to our needs and
dependent entirely on the goodwill of anon-Euro-
pean power? Do you not recognise that Europe
has to equip itself with the weapons consistent
with its sffength as quickly as possible?
There is constant talk of the absence of political
will in WEU and other European circles. What is
more serious than the lack of political will is not
wanting to show our strength. We do not want to
use our power. The wild talkers have no idea of
the harm they are doing to the cause that we ought
to be defending.
This is why we have to propose measures that
are beyond mere exhortation and more than the
reports that end up, like all those we have been
producing for the last ten years, in the bottom of a
drawer. Far-reaching reforms are needed and now
is the time for them. If WEU fails to seize the his-
toric occasion presented by today's events, we
shall be missing one of the great opportunities of
history. So it is with the utmost seriousness that I
would remind all of you, ladies and gentlemen,
representative of the Council of Ministers with us
today and our new Secretary-General, that within
a very shon time not only do we have to agree on
platforms like the Noordwijk or The Hague decla-
rations and the protocols issued after Council
of Ministers' meetings but also to embark on a
.scheme of swift reforms based on simple but vital
principles. Complimentary things have just been
said about the Torrej6n Satellite Cenfre. I know
this goes against the current 
- 
I am used to it 
- 
but
I think this cenffe is particularly disappointing and
holds no promise of a great European space policy.
It urgently needs to be given the resources it lacks
and to have some of its staffreplaced that have too
blinkered a view of theirjobs. We certainly have to
change its status. There will be an opportunity for
this in the next few months and we have to take it.
Similarly we must try, as soon as we can, to
organise an intervention force for the Mediterra-
nean, Europe's soft flank and underbelly, because,
sad to say, as well as the East today there is also
the South. I do not think that the Tramontana
experiment, that some people are so pleased
about, has advanced this problem very far. We
urgently need ajoint Spanish, Italian and French
rapid intervention force including sea, land and
air components. It should not of course be limited
to these three northern Mediterranean countries.
We need, at the same time, to work on a partner-
ship for peace in the south, associating representa-
tives of Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt, Mauritania and
even Algeria in this rapid intervention force as
soon as possible, failing which, like it or not, it
will look like an operation with political connota-
tions which it should not have.
We also urgently need a force for humanitarian
intervention in Europe. The Rwanda disaster sho-
wed only too clearly that the Planning Cell could
not play the part it ought to have done. We moun-
ted this operation in the utmost disorder with very
poor results. In former Yugoslavia we are still ree-
ling from the destructive bombardment of Bihac
but we should not forget the 500 000 victims of
events in Rwanda 
- 
500 000 deaths because of the
helplessness of the international community and
the impossibility of getting the OAU and the Uni-
ted Nations to agree. In spite of the involvement
of some, but not many, WEU member countries in
this operation we were not really able to bring this
camagq this shame on mankind, to a halt. So let
us not just make speeches and approve recom-
mendations like this one that we are proposing if
it is going to end in inaction with no practical
result. The problem is not at the level of this par-
liamentary Assembly.I am one of its oldest mem-
bers and I follow its activities assiduously so I can
say that it has had the courage and the merit to
take a stand at all the important stages in WEU's
life. It made the preparations for the summit mee-
tings in Rome and elsewhere. It has advised the
Council of Ministers and the Secretary-General.
But what has become of it all? Too little, unfortu-
nately. This is why an intense and urgent effort is
required.
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Let me take the example of the European Arma-
ments Agency. How can one envisage European
defence unaccompanied by harmonised pro-
grarnmes which, incidentally, mean better use of
the budgetary resources that have now been so
radically reduced? How can European defence be
imagined without a European defence industry,
currently facing the powerful competition of the
giant American groups? How can there be a real
common will to advance in European security if
there is not first of all, an intergovernmental
agreement on this point? Pardon my frankness,
but progress under this heading is so minimal that
two of the dynamic members of our alliance
- 
France and Germany 
- 
felt reduced to setting up
their own Franco-German agency. Other coun-
tries, Great Britain included, will no doubt join.
This is an unwanted development. It would have
been better if all the member countries of WEU
had, at one and the same time, accepted to lay the
foundations of the real agency we need.
There are plenty of other proposals I could make.
For one thing an important need is for a European
white paper, as the French Prime Minister propo-
sed, based on joint thinking on defence and secur-
ity problems with the participation of our associate
partrners of East Europe whom we should increa-
singly involve in our work. There is a French white
paper, a German white paper and a British white
paper, but thirty years have gone by and there is
still no European defence white paper. It should be
prepared not for this or that organisation or a Coun-
cil of Ministers with whose exffaordinary efficiency
and speed of execution we are so familiar, but for a
summit meeting of heads of state or governments.
There was such a meeting for the Council of Euro-
pe and there will be another in Budapest on the
CSCE in a few days' time, and there has also been
for other institutions. Why should we not have a
summit meeting of heads of state of the European
nations on the future and security of our continent?
This seems to be all the more important in that
unfortunately our hopes of a peace dividend are
slowly fading like this autumn's leaves.
It is on this basis that the report presented by the
Defence Committee should be approved. Above
all it is the basis of what should be our careful and
responsible thinking about everything that is in
store and everything that needs to be done to safe-
guard peace and stability in Europe, as proposed
by the French Government's plan for stability and
security in Europe. Through co-ordinated, frrm
and resolute action by all concerned we will thus
be able to overcome the countless obstacles along
the way and leave behind us the tragedies and but-
chery of Bihac.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Baumel,
for that typically spirited contribution.
7. A European security policy
A European defence policy
Uoint debue on the reports of the Political Commifree
and otthe Defence Commi.fiee, Docs. 1439
and amendments and 1445 and amendments)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We shall now start the joint
debate on the reports of the Political Committee
and of the Defence Committee, Documents 1439
and amendments and 1445 and amendments.
I call Mr. Martinez.
Mr. MARTINEZ (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
When
I put down my name to speak yesterday it was
because I was anxious to take the opportunity of
congratulating our colleague Mr. Soell on his
latest report, which is excellent, and also because
I wished to record my agreement with the pro-
posals he has made. However, having heard Mr.
Baumel's report, I must add that I also agree with
the proposals made by him in his speech today. I
would just like to add three general comments to
clarify our view of the debate at the present time.
My first comment is to reiterate the need to
include matters concerning European security and
defence in a global policy for the construction of
Europe, because this is something which I believe
is forgotten at times. This is a project whose pur-
pose is European unity; clearly it is a project
which is linked to the European Union, but it is
not linked exclusively to the European Union, nor
is it limited to the European Union. It goes far
beyond the territory of even an enlarged Union. It
is a project which involves different institutions,
and all of these, including WEU, must be invol-
ved in it together, in a co-ordinated manner. It is a
project which hinges on solidarity, which has soli-
darity as its cornerstone as regards both its inter-
nal operation and the way it projects itself to the
rest of the world.
My second comment is that the security and
defence aspect is a fundamental element of this
project of continental unification. I mean that
without the security and defence dimension the
project is neither viable nor credible. After what
we have heard this morning, and in accordance
with what Mr. Baumel said, I believe that we are
losing credibility quite dramatically in the situa-
tion in which we find ourselves; we lose credi-
bility when the President of the Council of Minis-
ters tells us that the Council, faced with the events
taking place in Bihac, has neither discussed them
nor taken any decision, believing that this was not
the appropriate forum, and that the appropriate
forum was the NAf,O meeting which is to be held
in a few days' time, when there may be nothing
left of Bihac. How can we not lose credibility,
when a few days ago NAIO was bombing the air-
field from which aircraft loaded with napalm were
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taking off and yet great care was being taken not
to touch those planes! Bomb the runways, yes, but
for heaven's sake don't anyone touch the planes!
How can we possibly have any credibility in such
a situation! What is more, it is my view that this
aspect, the security aspect, the security volet, as
the French would say, of the construction of Euro-
pe, is probably the area where solidarity plays the
most important r6le; solidarity in order to feel
secure, and solidarity in order to live in safety. So
I think that the countries and people of Eastern
and Central Europe, who are recovering their
voice and their freedom, and drawing closer to
Europe 
- 
and closer to the plan for the construc-
tion of Europe 
- 
are making their association a
priority precisely in this dimension of security,
and again Mr. Baumel's report is decisive on that
matter.
In my view these Central and Eastern European
countries are embracing the sentiments of Willy
Brandt, who said "security is not everything, but
without security nothing is possible". Security is a
prior condition, a condition without which we
cannot even begin to think of the rest of our
project.
My third comment is that every country on the
map has its place in the project for Europe. This
must be so. They are all entitled to participate, but
when they do so, when they exercise that right, let
there be no doubt that they must participate fully.
As I see it, there can be no i la carte participation
which excludes joint responsibility for security
and defence.
Before I conclude I would like to touch upon a
matter with which I am sure both Mr. Soell and
Mr. Baumel will agree. The consolidation of the
project for Europe and the consolidation of WEU
are not incompatible with the enlargement of
either the project or WEU. It is a mistake to say
that we must first consolidate and then enlarge,just as it would be a mistake to say that we must
first enlarge and then consotdate. The link bet-
ween enlargement and consolidation of WEU or
the whole of the project for Europe must be a
rational link between the two concepts; each one
can progress while being supported by the other.
So let us not consider it to be reasonable, coherent
or possible to isolate or marginalise any country,
particularly one such as Slovenia, which is lea-
ding the reforms and is an exemplary member
both of the Council of Europe and NAIO'S part-
nership for peace. It is on this basis that we are
presenting the amendment which we hope will be
approved in the plenary session today, as it was
approved in the committee yesterday, so that the
President of the Assembly can set in motion the
necessary procedures to assure Slovenia's asso-
ciation with WEU as soon as possible.
I would like to conclude by,thanking both Mr.
Soell and Mr. Baumel; and Mr. Soell in particu-
lar for so many things, because he is leaving us;
there is no doubt that he has been a great thinker,
a great president, a great parliamentarian, a great
European, a great friend and, for those of us who
have had the privilege of working in the same
political group, a great companion. I hope that,
having taken leave of us, he will continue to view
matters in the same way as he has throughout the
years during which he has been with us in this
Assembly and in that of the Council of Europe.
(Mr Valleix, Vice-President of the Assembly,
took the Chair)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Buteiko from Ukraine.
Mr. BUTEIKO (Observer from Ukraine). -
I should like to take this opportunity to thank you,
Mr. President, for inviting our country to partici-
pate in this meeting. I should also like to join
those who have expressed their congratulations
to the newly elected Secretary-General Mr. Cuti-
leiro. We hope that during his term of office our
country will become an associate member. I
should also like to thank Mr. Soell and Mr. Bau-
mel, the Rapporteurs, for submitting their reports.
My delegation would like to stress that we are in
favour of constructing an all-European security
system and establishing an architecture that will
not revitalise a new two-block structure. If such a
sffucture were re-established Western European
countries would be forced to use resources, both
human and financial by far exceeding those
required for building one effective all-European
security system. It would be better to support an
all-European security system in which WEU and
NATO played an important r6le.
We are also against the creation of a new system
dividing the spheres of influence. Cenainly that
new system should be built without discrimina-
tion. We should like to stress that no nation has the
right to deprive any other nation of active partici-
pation in an effective new security system.
We carefully examined both these reports.
Among the challenges that the European conti-
nent faces are notjust nationalism 
- 
that in itself
is a sound feeling that can enable a nation to deve-
lop its own possibilities in an independent state 
-
but the wish for domination that is at work in cer-
tain political forces. It is to be found in southern
Europe, in Bosnia, in Nagorno-Karabakh and in
other regions. Another feature undermining our
security system is the interest that certain groups
have in exporting weapons. When watching tele-
vision reports I always ask myself what those
people are fighting with. Who supplied the wea-
ponry to Bosnia, Nagorno-Karabakh and other
regions? Nagorno-Karabakh has been at war for
many years, and one would like to know who sup-
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plied parties to the conflict. It seems to me that if
the suppliers stopped providing weapons there
would be no more destruction.
We believe that WEU should adopt a more
active approach to other European states, inclu-
ding Ukraine, when it comes to building a new
security system. We would not like to have the
front line of the new European security system
stopped at the western border of Ukraine. We
want to be a part of such a new system. The fact
that Ukraine has given up its nuclear potential
should be properly evaluated, and we should be
rendered every assistance.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
van der Linden.
Mr. van der LINDEN (Netherlareds) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Mr. President, this week we are discus-
sing two important reports. First, my special com-
pliments to both my colleagues, Mr. Soell and
Mr. Baumel, on the content of their reports. These
reports are major contributions to today's debate
here, but also to the preparations for the 1996
intergovernmental conference. Like Mr. Baumel,
I have a strong feeling that we are discussing a
European defence policy at a time when the bal-
loon is being further deflated day by day in former
Yugoslavia. The member states are unable to ful-
fil their obligations. Even in the national parlia-
ments we are not doing our utmost to force our
governments to take common action in former
Yugoslavia or in other places where we assume
common obligations. Some member states are not
yet in a position to play their part in the common
actions. That seriously damages the credibility
of the European Union and Western European
Union, and indeed of Western Europe as a whole.
I would ask you to look at this report in the fra-
mework of the discussions on the 1996 intergo-
vernmental conference, so that the third pillar of
the Maastricht Treaty can become a major compo-
nent of the European process of integration. It
cannot be given substance on a purely uncommit-
ted basis.
I am extremely impressed by the contributions
made by Mr. Schluble and Mr. Lamers in their
report on this point. It is an outstanding report in
terms of its analysis and also of the conclusions it
draws. I would like the two reports on the agenda
to be looked at against the background of the
content of the report by Mr. Schiiuble and Mr.
Lamers.
Mr. President, let me conclude with a remark
on European defence policy as a whole. Some
people look at it in relation to the Atlantic. We in
our country have also seen two trends. One trend
sees any development in Europe as a threat to
Atlantic co-operation. The other trend, mainly
apparent in France, sees any Atlantic co-operation
as an actual obstacle to European integration. We
must see the two trends in conjunction with one
another. One thing is becoming clearer by the day:
Europe must assume its own responsibility for
security in this continent. That this must take
place in an Atlantic framework is clear to every-
one. We must assume our own responsibilities. I
want to endorse what Mr. Baumel said in his
introductory words. If we are not capable of this,
we will make a shameful impression on our citi-
zens at every turn. Then we should not adopt any
more declarations either, for that merely makes
the behaviour of our member states and ourselves
look ridiculous.
(Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chair)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The joint debate is adjour-
ned.
8. Address by Mr. Kucan, President of Slnvenia
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I have the great pleasure to
welcome the President of Slovenia, Mr. Milan
Kucan.
You, sir, are the first president of a country not
officially linked with WEU to do us the honour of
coming to Paris to address us. But you are not the
first Slovene, because we have regularly invited
parliamentarians of your counffy to attend our
plenary sessions, and they have participated to the
full.
I submit that, in the furore that is going on in
former Yugoslavia and amid the tragedies that
have emerged there, there is one major success
story 
- 
one glimmer of hope. It is, of course, Slo-
venia. I am sure that my sentiments are echoed by
colleagues in the Assembly and by all who have
been to your country.
Slovenia fully satisfies the criteria, as a stable
democracy, and it is active as a thriving member
of the Council of Europe. Moreover, the Slovene
economy is flourishing and there is probably no
valid economic reason why it should not be
accepted for association with the European Union
as soon as possible.
In military terms, the Slovene forces, as I saw on
an interesting visit to the counbry a few months ago,
are highly competent, and Slovenia has already
signed up for NATO's partnership for peace.
All this is largely the result of Mr. Kucan's
efforts. He has sought the highest possible degree
of consensus between all the political parties in
his country and among his fellow citizens. His
experience as a constitutional lawyer has been
used to particular effect since he entered politics
thirty years ago.
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Mr. President, many of us in this hemicycle have
a great admiration for what you and your fellow
countrymen have achieved in a very short time. As
I said, when I visited your country some time ago I
was able to see these things for myself. Other agen-
cies have seen this too, during visits to Slovenia.
Without further ado, I will ask you, Mr. Presi-
dent, to address us. The President has kindly said
that he will answer questions after his address.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for this
opportunity to give you my views on security in
Europe and on the future of WEU.
I am sure you will understand my using this
occasion to base these views on my counffy's
thoughts about the issues of European integration
and co-operation between European Union and
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. I
have already had one opportunity to speak on this
subject in June this year 
- 
and I am delighted to
see so many familiar faces amongst you today 
-
before the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council
of Europe in Srasbourg. I will therefore confine
myself to certain key points in the problems of
European security which it is my firm conviction
are basically problems of European co-operation.
Without successful co-operation and integration
there can be no European security 
- 
only security
and defence of individual parts of Europe which
may come to an understanding or may not.
Life in Europe of today comprises new realities
and new relationships. The Europe divided into a
political East and West with life governed by the
logic of the blocs and the balance of arms and fear
is no more. There remains however the economic
division between developed West and under-
developed East. Disparities in economic and tech-
nological development, ecological awareness and
protection of human rights, not to forget the parti-
cularly intense social tensions in Eastern Europe
suggest that it is in the East that Europe's fate will
be decided.
The great hope of seeing a new world of co-ope-
ration with an end to all ideological contradictions
has come up against reality. The fall of the Berlin
wall failed to bring an answer to all of Europe's
problems. In many places, dreams were replaced
by frustration and fundamentalism, as a kind of
protest against poverty and unemployment and a
reaction to moral decay, anxiety and impotence,
and social and civil insecurity but also as the
consequence of populist political theory which
leads to violence, intolerance, anarchy, xenopho-
bia and chaos. So we are faced with a whole set of
new questions.
One of these is, precisely, the question of what
kind of Europe we want. Proof that this question
has no answer as yet is clearifrom the questions
that the European Union itself is asking about its
own future. Must it necessarily expand and if so
how far? Should it be as big as Europe? Can it in
any way be smaller than Europe? And what is
Europe today, where are its borders? At the
Union's present borders or at the frontier between
the former political East and West of Europe, bet-
ween the former political and military blocs or at
the border with Russia?
It is easier to say what the European Union does
not want to be. It does not want to be simply a
Ewopean common market or a free ffade area. It
wants much deeper relations 
- 
in the economic,
monetary, foreign policy, defence and security
fields 
- 
ils was the clear and unequivocal message
from Maasricht. It also wants these relations to go
deeper so that it can expand as well. This is a pro-
cess requiring greater internal flexibility and grea-
ter flexibility towards the countries outside the
Union. [t requires subsidiary, decision-making soli-
darity and responsibility. There is no danger that
the Union will break up by enlarging because
enlargement is in its interest and an objective
necessity. It will not fall to a lower degree of inte-
gration than that already achieved nor will it refuse
to become a political union, a confederation of
states, a federal state or a common European home.
For the substance is more important than the form.
Currently the conditions for joining the Euro-
pean Union are far stricter because the level of
integration in the Union rises. They require that
member states voluntarily relinquish some of
their sovereignty. This is the price that has to be
paid for membership. But it is less than the price
the countries waiting for acceptance would have
to pay if they remained isolated and if the Union
adopted a separatist approach to them. It is no lon-
ger a question of whether Europe will integrate,
but how. Will the principle be equality among the
states that join, albeit each in its own way, accor-
ding to its own circumstances and following its
own timetable but with the guarantee that they
will all become full and equal members of full
European integration? Or will the principle be that
of some states being more equal than others? This
would mean recognising the existence of one, two
or even three Europes, with one level of quality
represented by the members of the European
Union, a second level being a kind of buffer zone
or reserve, a not-quite Europe represented by the
countries of the former political East of Europe,
and lastly a third European level, i.e. Russia as a
kind of para-Europe. Clearly, relations between
Europe and Russia are likely to be critically
important though at the moment there is no ans-
wer to the question of just how critical these rela-
tions twill be.
In spite of its internal differences the European
continent has for centuries been one single,
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though complex, interdependent economic, politi-
cal, spiritual and cultural entity. Any essentially
important event in one part of Europe had deci-
sive consequences for the rest of the continent.
Whenever equilibrium was lost Europe always
found a new balance 
- 
generally the balance of
power, with the victor generally dictating to the
vanquished. The centuries of war in Europe are in
fact processes whereby an equilibrium was esta-
blished which held until the historical circum-
stances of the time changed and until peace and
the existence of one and all were again at threat.
The history of Europe and its wars is in fact the
history of its tragic attempts to integrate.
Once again, Ewope now faces two alternatives.
One is to establish equilibrium by the logic of
strength and the other is to reach an understanding
for the sake of our shared life in this area that has
been allotted to us and to find a kind of equili-
brium that will give us the assurance of peace,
tolerance, development and co-operation based
on equality and equivalence, while we draw clo-
ser together at the bidding of our own free will.
The keystone of the Balkan crisis is a national
issue and mainly Serb. It is legitimate. But even
then its solution confers no right that legitimate
answers to complex national questions should be
sought by other than legitimate means, like those
defined in the Helsinki Final Act. Solutions impo-
sed by force can be neither legitimate nor accep-
table and a policy which forpsees the end of a war
on the assumption that all those involved must at
some time become exhausted and drained cannot
bring proper results either. Among possible solu-
tions we might be advised to consider the direct
opening up of the prospect of Europeanising all
the countries that exist or come into being in the
Balkans under specific and universally binding
general conditions following a specific timetable.
Their isolation and the feeling that the path to
Europe is closed to them will only push them fur-
ther away from Europe and jeopardise not only
the search for peace but, more particularly, the
long-term stability of the Balkans.
The military atrocities in Bosnia justify the
concern about the situation as regards European
security. Although a little time may still be left to
us to create a common European home and to
consider how the EU should expand and how we
should build a united Europe or even united states
of Europe we are already running out of time for
the creation of a European security and defence
system which, basically, derives from the idea of
European integration. In spite of the efforts of the
European community within the concept of col-
lective security in the United Nations those of the
countries of the northern hemisphere within the
framework of the Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), those of the
NATO pact and those of the European Union to
have a corrmon defence policy through Western
European Union we are faced with certain relent-
less facts that show the inadequacy of all these
structures, the reasons being conllicts of interest,
contradictory defence policies and incomplete
and ill-designed defence and security doctrine. Up
to now none of these mechanisms or resolutions
has succeeded in bringing to an end the armed
conflict in Bosnia or even in that part of south-
east Europe that used to be part of the Soviet
Union. Tolerating the violence of Serb policy and
permitting the use of every possible means to
absorb putative Serbian territory in other coun-
tries could tempt others to do the same.
There are, however, possibilities for new, sound
and more lasting foundations for European secu-
rity. For this, however, Europe requires a clear
security strategy and greater effectiveness in its
security mechanisms, at least in preventing armed
conflict for the real guarantee of peace and secu-
rity is economic and social development, demo-
cracy, protection of human rights, an efficient
economy and social security. Preventive diplo-
macy remains for the moment more or less just an
idea 
- 
and the partnership for peace offered to
Eastern and Cenffal European states cannot of
itself be a solution which would eliminate the fee-
ling of threat.
It is this feeling of threat that is felt by the coun-
tries of the former Warsaw Pact and those emer-
ging in the area of former Yugoslavia as a result of
the unstable conditions in the former Soviet Union
and the war in the Balkans. This feeling under-
scores the importance of the military defence com-
plex. At the same time, these countries are young
democracies that have not yet managed to set
machinery for controlling this complex in place. It
is precisely because of the aspect of the develop
ment of democracy that co-operation in the part-
nership for peace with its emphasis on the prin-
ciples of transparency of defence budgets, the
non-political nature of the army and parliamentary
control over the military has such vital importance.
On the basis of these few considerations on the
security situation in Europe we can draw at least
the following conclusions.
First, the end of the cold war and the collapse of
the communist r6gimes, in spite of the obvious
possibility of a different kind of life, has thrown
up new causes of instability, tension and conflict,
confirming the suspicion that the key internatio-
nal institutions and mechanisms formed during
the period of bloc polarisation were insufficiently
prepared to deal successfully with the challenges
and sources of threat to peace and security in
Europe which appeared after the changes and
when Europe began to live by a new logic, i.e. that
of co-operation instead of confrontation.
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Second, in the new order prevailing in Europe
after the cold war a global conception of modern
security began to take root in most European
countries, bringing together economic, social,
political, ecological, spiritual and military dimen-
sions. Modern security is internationalised and
has to allow for the interdependence of all parts of
the world and all sectors of global society. Along-
side the development of individualisation as one
of the world's social processes globalisation
advances inexorably as another in the field of
security.
Third, the danger of the outbreak of war bet-
ween East and West has more or less vanished.
Instead we are faced with ethnic conflicts, local
and civil war, dangerous mass migration, ecologi-
cal disasters, international organised crime, drug
trafficking and terrorism. To this list we now have
to add organised international smuggling of radio-
active substances and nuclear raw materials.
Fourth, the new security conditions in Europe
present international security institutions with
new challenges. These bodies too 
- 
I have in mind
primarily NATO, WEU, and CSCE 
- 
have to alter
the perceptions justifying their r6le during the
bipolar period of the cold war and redefine their
platforms as part of the strategy of European
unification in which their task is the security of
Europe as a whole 
- 
West, East, North and South 
-
not just that of a select group of countries, with a
clear guarantee to all that, in this defence and
security strategy, they will not be forgotten.
For the reasons I have just given, the Republic
of Slovenia follows the activities of WEU and its
bodies including its Assembly with great atten-
tion. The strengthening of links between the
Republic of Slovenia and WEU is based on firm
foundations and on the general agreement bet-
ween WEU's objectives and the international and
domestic policies of the Republic of Slovenia.
S lovenia' s offrcial representatives have expressed
their country's desire to develop these relations on
several occasions and raise them to a higher insti-
tutional level.
This would be in keeping with WEU's mission
in the development of relations between Western
European integration and the Central European
"in transition" countries. Yet the Republic of Slo-
venia has been consistently excluded from all
these important developments since October 1992
when the WEU Forum of Consultation was set up
and co-operation strengthened between groups of
parliamentarians from certain Central European
countries in the WEU Assembly right up until this
year's agreement in the WEU Council of Minis-
ters granting the status of WEU associate partner
to nine Central and Eastern European countries.
Slovenia is a full and firm member of the Council
of Europe and NATO'S partnErship for peace. So
it is all the more extraordinary and contradictory
for Slovenia not to have been included in the
mechanisms set up expressly to determine a com-
mon European security and defence policy. It is
therefore with great pleasure and gratitude, Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, that I hear that
your Assembly is recommending the WEU Coun-
cil of Ministers to take the necessary measures to
grant my country associate partner status. I hope
the Council will take a favourable decision.
I will be quite frank. The Republic of Slovenia
has already encountered such ffeatment several
times. Given the results achieved by Slovenia in
its difficult phase of political and economic transi-
tion and the way it has asserted its right to self-
determination, not encroaching on any other
nation's equal rights and given that Slovenia is
already a respected member of the United
Nations, the CSCE and the Council of Europe and
an associate member of the North Atlantic
Assembly, this treatment is not justified. Surely it
is an example of the application of double stan-
dards which runs counter to the declared prin-
ciples and views of WEU, the long-term interests
of European security and the interests of the WEU
members themselves? I am also thinking of the
long-term interests of that member of WEU which
is preventing 
- 
I imagine in your organisation
too 
- 
the extension and intensification of relations
between the countries of Western Europe and Slo-
venia.
A month ago we met with this policy of obs-
truction at the meeting of the Council of Ministers
of the European Union. Unfortunately, the pursuit
of this policy is also preventing our coming closer
to WEU. As you know, a decision on the part of
the European Union to accord Slovenia associate
member status has not yet been taken.
Even more important than our larger neighbour
Italy's adoption of this position and more impor-
tant than its being tolerated in the Western Euro-
pean integration process is the fact that it chal-
lenges the principles declared on the signing of
the Brussels and Paris agreements and confirmed
in numerous declarations and other WEU and EU
documents. All this throws doubt on the proclai-
med image of Europe which should be founded on
the principles of equality, equivalence, fellowship
and justice.
Slovenia cannot accept a policy which forces
unilateral priorities on others and resurrects the
spirit of revanchism and discrimination 
- 
and not
simply for Slovenia's own sake but also for the
very future of our common European home. I am
convinced 
- 
this after all was our experience with
former Yugoslavia 
- 
that the common future of
Europe cannot be built on such principles or prac-
tices.
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It is not true to suggest that Slovenia's difficul-
ties with its neighbour, a WEU member state, are
simply a minor bilateral problem or a lack of
goodwill on Slovenia's part and a matter of a few
hundred properties once owned by Italian citizens
who opted to live in Italy under the London
memorandum of 1954. Declarations from influen-
tial people, and a series of official petitions and
actions on the part of our neighbour show this to
be an attempt to revise the outcome of the second
world war and the anti-fascist struggle by our own
and many other European nations at the expense
of a member of the former anti-fascist coalition.
What other explanation is there for the denial of
the validity of the Ossimo agreements, which
define and regulate all border property and other
issues between Slovenia and Italy on the pretext
that they were signed in 1975 with a totalitarian
state? Does this mean, then, that the similar agree-
ments with the former Soviet Union, Poland, Cze-
choslovakia, etc. are no longer legally valid?
Denying the general validity of the Ossimo agree-
ments, reopening the question of the maritime
border between Slovenia and Italy, Italy's readi-
ness to make a mass handout of Italian citizenship
to the inhabitants of parts of Slovenian ethnic ter-
ritory falling to Slovenia and Yugoslavia under
the Paris peace treaty and the unwillingness to
provide fair protection and equality for the Slove-
nian minority in Italy 
- 
all these factors lead to
such a conclusion.
Slovenia would regard it as a historic injustice
and unwarranted discrimination if the doors of
WEU remained closed to it. We also regard as an
injustice Italy's persistent blocking of negotia-
tions on associate membership between Slovenia
and the European Union. Italy is making these
multilateral negotiations conditional on the reso-
lution of certain bilateral issues. The question is,
does it really serve the interests of the European
Union that one of its countries should show its
strength and influence by preventing Slovenia or
any other country fromjoining and setting, as an
indispensable condition, the prior resolution of
what in its view is a disputed question in bilateral
relations. It would mean that the European Union
accepts the legitimacy of forcing unilateral priori-
ties on others and that solidarity within the EU is
built on this foundation. It could also mean an
early end to any thinking about expanding the EU.
Bilateral relations should never constitute grounds
for imposing conditions and so far they have not
been so used for anyone.
Slovenia draws a distinction between negotia-
tions on the fulfilment of conditions for co-opera-
tion with and membership of the EU, which are
the same for all, and the resolving of bilateral
issues. Such issues, in the case of our relations
with Italy, are resolved by the bilateral agree-
ments in force and these agreements are the legal
basis for dealing with any questions that may
arise 
- 
but in a dialogue founded on principles of
equality, mutual respect, justice, good faith and
reciprocal benefit. This applies to all treaties.
Their validity is a necessary prerequisite for stabi-
lity in Europe. Should a country believe that it is
more powerful in the new historical circum-
stances and that, for this reason, it can coerce
others into new agreements bringing it greater
benefit than earlier agreements, then this is the
beginning of the destabilisation of Europe. It
would mean that all who feel hard done by or
insufficiently compensated in the agreements
after the second world war could demand a revi-
sion, as if the war had not ended.
Life in the European Union is that of countries
which have voluntarily placed themselves under
the same principles, the same standards of legal
protection and the same rules of behaviour. It
makes it possible to solve mutual problems. Slo-
venia wishes to bring its own legislation into line
with that of the European Union. It has said so.
This is why it proposes the application of these
principles and procedures in a patient dialogue
and in the search for solutions to those problems
deemed by agreement as being unresolved or for
which existing solutions have become untenable.
In the negotiations to which Slovenia submitted,
even before being able to apply these principles,
procedures and mechanisms, it is possible to
detect certain tendencies towards different rela-
tions and towards the imposition of solutions by a
large nation and unilateral priorities authorised by
that counffy's position. Here it is not even clear
who in fact is being coerced.
Ladies and gentlemen, I am firmly convinced
that stronger, unimpeded co-operation between
Slovenia and the European bodies would not only
be in the interests of Italy and its economy and
citizens, but would also accelerate the process of
bridging the gap between the western and eastern
halves of Europe and help to broaden European
awareness.
We cannot ignore the fact that in development
and achievements, Slovenia has shown that it
meets the conditions for closer integration with
European Union. Nor can Slovenia's progress in
political and economic change be denied. We are
about to finalise a project for the complete insti-
tutional adjustment of our political system to
European standards of multi-party parliamentary
democracy, protection of human rights and more
particularly a high level of protection for the
rights of ethnic minorities. The frst stage in the
process of ownership reform is coming to an end.
Economic indicators are good. After several years
of stagnation we have surpassed the pre-1991
level of the development cycle. This year growth
in industry shows positive shifts. International
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financial institutions accept the tolar for external
convertibility because of our $US 2.6 billion
in foreign exchange reserves, enough for four
months of imports. This year's growth in GDP is
forecast at4Vo and 1995's is put at 4.5Vobasedon
data on exports and investments. Total public debt
is 307o while the public sector deficit stands at
O.9Vo.Inflation in 1995 is expected to b l57o
while this year it should be ll%o. Slovenia gene-
rates $US 6 200 of GDP per capita and $US 3 350
per capita in exports. It exports almost 60Vo of its
GDP. Total Slovenian exports of goods grew in
the frst nine months of this year by 8.l%o compa-
red with the same period last year and imports
also rose by 8.l%o, exports to the advanced coun-
tries climbing by ll.8%o and imports from those
countries by 15.47o. The European Union's share
of Slovenian exports is 59.5Vo or, if Austria is
included, over two-thirds. EFIA countries account
forT .4Vo of Slovenian exports. Compared with the
same period last year our goods exports to most of
our more important fading partners among the
advanced countries (Germany, Italy, France and
Ausria) went up by over lOVo.
With its experience and knowledge Slovenia
wishes to contribute to the more effective opera-
tion of those organisations to which it belongs, i.e.
the United Nations, CSCE, the Council of Europe
and the partnership for peace 
- 
ild, one day too,
those with which it does not yet enjoy institutional
ties. That includes WEU. We do not view the EU
or WEU from a static or passive position. We are
following their necessary developments very clo-
sely and the development of NATO in the new
geopolitical landscape following the end of the
cold war. With all our strength we shall strive to
make a creative contribution to the vitality of the
European institutions and the development of
their democratic content. As both a central Euro-
pean and aMediterranean counbry the Republic of
Slovenia desires that international security and
security be guaranteed in these areas and that Slo-
venia no longer be associated with the Balkan
powder keg.
For this reason too we oppose the injustice of
the arms embargo which is still applied to Slove-
nia as one of the measures taken against former
Yugoslavia. It runs counter to the principle of the
equality of United Nations member states and to
the right of United Nations members to individual
and collective self-defence and does not accord
with the Republic of Slovenia's membership of
the partnership for peace. The continuation of the
embargo is causing us economic harm and pre-
vents us from organising our defence. We are sur-
prised at the imposition of models to resolve the
Balkan crisis that involve proposals to restore or
maintain Yugoslavia. This shows no more than a
lack of ideas and ignorance of the laws of history.
The Republic of Slovenia's wish for close co-
operation with the EU and WEU is based on our
close mutual economic, techilological and cultu-
ral ties. It does not stem from a sense of military
threat, internal instability or fear of the restoration
of the former division of Europe. We understand
very well that WEU is not a charity organisation.
The maturing of our co-operation with EU and
WEU and its elevation to a higher level of quality
requires time and an awareness on both sides of
mutual interests and benefits. We do not see these
relations as a one-sided benefit. The satisfaction
of common interests implies considerable obliga-
tions which we are prepared to accept and fuIfiI.
The Republic of Slovenia is a successful counfiry
in fransition with no major internal or external
problems. We see no one as our enemy and we
desire co-operation with all peace-loving states.
We are a small country but I believe that through
our example we can make a real conribution to
the expansion of the area of stability and security
in Europe. We were never part of the Warsaw
Pact, indeed our previous experience with non-
alignmentruled it out. Thus there is no obstacle in
international or constitutional law, no barrier in
traditional policy to our closer co-operation with
WEU. It is our belief that this future co-operation
will conribute substantially to the new political
and security order as we enter the third millen-
nlum.
Thank you, Mr. President and ladies and gentle-
men, for making it possible for me to address you.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. President,
for being so frank qn{ f-": presenting such a
convincing case on behalf of your country 
-
something that every president should do. If they
did it as well as you, there would not be too much
room for dissension.
Without seeking to go into too much detail, may
I say that I thoroughly support 
- 
as I am sure does
the Assembly 
- 
your concept that Europe should
be based on a common heritage. We do not want
various divisions like football leagues, with the
premier league and the first and second divisions.
Despite the differences between our countries, we
have a coflrmon heritage and we need to build on
it. I am sure that we can do so, particularly with
organisations such as WEU.I was impressed with
one of your phrases, "Solutions forced through
war cannot be legitimate". If only more politi-
cians and statesmen realised that, the world would
be a happier and saner place.
There are a number of questioners and, in the
interests of brevity and fairness, I would ask them
to be fairly brief.
I call Mr. Magginas of Greece.
Mr. MAGGINAS (Observer from Greece). -
President Kucan, I listened to your speech with
great attention. We Greeks appreciate your great
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efforts, which resulted in you keeping your coun-
try of Slovenia away from the Yugoslav crisis.
Could you give your opinion on the future of rela-
tions between Serbs, Muslims and Croats? I
should specifically like to hear your view on the
acceptance of the French plan recognising equal
rights for the Bosnian Serbs and the tripartite
conference uniting Presidents Izetbegovic, Tudj-
man and Milosevic under the condition of mutual
recognition.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Kucan.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
May I begin by thanking you, Mr. Maggi-
nas, for your kind appreciation of the efforts made
by my country, Slovenia. As regards the future of
relations between Serbs, Croats and Muslims, it is
my view that these peoples have no alternative but
to live together on the territory of Slovenia, as
they have no way of leaving it. The question is
whether they will succeed in organising life in
common and governing their relations with each
other in accordance with the principles of co-ope-
ration in Europe as spelled out in the Helsinki
Final Act. In this respect, I am firmly convinced
that Lord Carrington's general plan, proposed at
the time of the European conference on Yugosla-
via, was the one best calculated to provide a terri-
torial solution for former Yugoslavia. It was based
on the findings of the arbitration committee
headed by Mr. Badinter, and recommended the
recognition of internal frontiers, human rights and
the rights of minorities, and co-operation among
all the states involved in rccordance with Euro-
pean rules.
The French plan was to a certain extent based on
the same principle, and also recommended mutual
recognition. Recognition obviously first requires
recognition of minorities, and secondly full pro-
motion of their rights and specific protection.
Recognition also presupposes the maintenance of
Bosnia-Herzegovina as a sovereign state within
its existing frontiers and consisting of three equal
population components: the Serbs of Bosnia, the
Croats of Bosnia and the Muslims of Bosnia.
Without safeguards for the state of Bosnia, I do
not think either plan will achieve the desired
result.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. The next ques-
tion is from Mr. Antretter.
Mr. ANTRETTER (Germany) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, many of us are observing the ten-
sions between your country and your neighbour
Italy with a certain anxiety. We believe it is of the
utmost importance to stability in the region for a
compromise satisfactory to both sides, which will
ease Slovenia's entry into the European Union, to
be found on all questions under dispute. Many
people found it encouraging that the Aquileia
agreement came into being with the active partici-
pation of the European Commission. In view of
the deadlock, how do you, Mr. President, envisage
renewed participation by the European Union or
other organisations in the attempt to resolve the
questions still at issue?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Kucan.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
On this question, I can obviously give no
other reply than to say that there is no doubt what-
soever of my counbry's interest in joining the
European Union, it is vital for us. Slovenia wants
to adapt its legislation to the legal situation in
force in the Union and will do so knowing this to
be a prerequisite for its accession to the Union. It
intends to resolve disputes 
- 
should Slovenia and
Italy agreejointly that disputes exist 
- 
on the basis
of European legislation and in the institutional
framework of the European Union. Slovenia the-
refore considers that the question of its accession,
and the mandate for the opening of negotiations
on a treaty of association, should depend, as for
all other countries, solely on whether Slovenia
complies with the criteria for negotiations to
begin. I am firmly convinced that this is the case,
and I think that this question should be treated
separately from that of bilateral relations between
Slovenia and Italy. I hope that the European
Union will share this point of view, in which case
fresh initiatives should be taken.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. The next ques-
tion comes from Lord Mackie.
Lord MACKIE of BENSHIE (United King-
dom). 
- 
The problem that most of us have in
our minds is Bihac. Your country is on the border,
Mr. President, and you have great experience of
the area. What do you think NAIO, WEU and the
United Nations should do? What arguments
would stop the slaughter and bring the Serbs
to the negotiating table? Should NATO use air-
power?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Kucan.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
On this subject, it is my view that a great
number of opportunities have been missed, for a
number of reasons on which I shall not dwell here.
However, at the present time we need to adopt a
firm position which holds that violence, war, mili-
tary force and atrocities of any kind are not legiti-
mate ways of satisfying national interests in this
area; also that the results obtained by military
action and violence will not be recognised. Adop-
ting such a position would, in my view, be far
more effective than NATO military action, though
I do not rule it out altogether. Here the question
clearly is: who should the message be addressed
to? In my view, the keys to the problem are not
to be found in Bosnia-Herzegovina; neither the
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Serbs, nor the Croats, nor the Muslims of Bosnia
hold them. On the other hand, the message should
be directed at Belgrade, Zagreb and the Bosnian
Muslims. From this point of view, it seems to me
that the French plan could be a step forward in the
search for a peaceful settlement of the conflict.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Fassino.
Mr. FASSINO (haly) (Translation). 
- 
I should
like to begin by thanking you, Mr. President, for
your kind consideration and extending greetings
to you from that part of Italy which I believe to
represent a majority and which looks at Slovenia
with very great sympathy. I share your approach
to the problem of security and stability in Europe
and particularly as regards the idea that integra-
tion and interdependence are the key to lasting
stability. For that reason, I agree with you that the
integration of the Central European countries into
the European institutions is in the interests not
only of the countries concerned but also of the
counffies of Western Europe. I am therefore
convinced that Slovenia should join the European
institutions and that any postponement would be a
mistake. This being so, I and a number of col-
leagues have tabled an amendment which I hope
the Assembly will adopt seeking to promote the
inception of procedures to give Slovenia the status
of associate partner in WEU.
In my view no bilateral negotiations 
- 
this
applies to Italy and Slovenia but would also apply
to any other country 
- 
can claim to stand in the
way of multilateral interests and negotiations.
That is why I have tabled my amendment. I favour
the integration of Slovenia into the European ins-
titutions and I have missed no opportunity of
saying so. As you can see, this is a clear position
inspired by a sympathetic attitude to Slovenia,
with the aim of its becoming a member of our ins-
titution as quickly as possible.
Precisely because my position is as I have just
outlined 
- 
I am a friend of Slovenia and want it to
become part of our institutions 
- 
I, in that spirit
and as an Italian parliamentarian, would like to
ask you a question, Mr. President.
The Osimo treaty is unquestionably valid and
anyone wanting to question it is wrong, there can
be no concessions and no irredentism and here
again, we are in agreement: the boundaries set
after the second world war are definite, clear and
inalterable particularly as the present problem is
not one of drawing new boundaries but of making
them more open and unnecessary. It is also true
that one of the decisive factors for security and
stability is a policy of interdependence and inte-
gration between neighbouring countries.
In the same spirit of friendship in which I sup-
port Slovenia's early access to the European insti-
tutions, I would therefore like to ask you, Mr.
President, how your government thinks the pre-
sent difficulties in the bilaterrl relationship with
Italy can be resolved, not because this should in
any way block the multilateral negotiations, as I
have already said, but because, in any case, when
Slovenia joins WEU the problem of relations with
its principal neighbour will still be vital. It would
therefore be helpful to know what the intention is
in this respect: it would be of interest not only to
Italians but also, I believe, to Slovenia and the
whole of Europe, which is why everyone concer-
ned should display the greatest willingness to
resolve all the difficulties.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Kucan.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Mr. Fassino, I have nothing substantive to
add to your perception of the sitr,ration, which I
accept; your question is clear, and I consider that
my answer emerges just as clearly from all that I
have just said. When Slovenia is a member of the
European Union, or even during the process of
drawing closer to the European Union, it will seek
to settle all the problems of its position and rela-
tions with member states in general, and with its
neighbours in particular, in the European legal
framework, making use of the procedures and ins-
titutions set up by the Union, for the specific pur-
pose of resolving such difficulties, ensuring stabi-
lity and avoiding conflicts in this part of our
continent.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. We are running
short of time, but I shall try to take two more ques-
tions.
I call Mr. Roman.
Mr. ROMAN (Spain) (Translation). 
-Mr. Presi-
dent, having learned today that Norway has freely
rejected joining the Union, it is gratifying to hear
someone speaking in favour of the European
Union.
Mr. President, you have expressed a desire for
collaboration with the European institutions, but
what steps has your country taken to adapt all
aspects of its legislation to European legislation?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Kucan.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Let me begin by saying that Slovenia is a
young country, with a constitution, written only
two years ago, which embodies the principles of
constitutional law currently applicable in coun-
tries where western civilisation is the norm, by
which I mean western democracy. When the
constitution was adopted, circumstances at that
time made it impossible to foresee what would be
the fate of Slovenia in relation to the war in the
Balkans and also in relation to the process of
European integration which is why some of its
provisions, and consequently the laws arising out
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of these provisions, are not in accordance with
European legislation. I am thinking in particular
of the well-known clause under which foreign
nationals, i.e. anyone not a citizen of the Republic
of Slovenia, may not own property in our country.
This has proved to be a considerable obstacle to
economic development, because it spoils the
attraction for international capital and impedes
foreign investment, not to mention other harmful
consequences. For these reasons the Slovenian
Government decided to issue a special declaration
on the subject, which was adopted on 30th Sep-
tember 1994,to the effect that it was submitting a
constitutional amendment to parliament on this
point, as a result of which a process adapting all
Slovenian legislation to conform with the rules in
force within the European Union would be set in
motion.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next questioner is Mr.
Jeszenszky, a former Hungarian Foreign Minister,
whom we are pleased to have with us.
IVIr. JESZENSZKY ( Ob s e rv e r from Hungary ). -
As a representative of Hungary, a neighbouring
state, I am happy to see you here, Mr. President.
The relations between Slovenia and Hungary are
an example of good neighbourly relations. That
relationship has been reinforced by a special
treaty on the mutual protection of Hungarians in
Slovenia and Slovenes in Hungary.
My question is this. I understand that there are
plans for a new administrative division of Slove-
nia. Are you or your govemment planning to take
account of the wishes of the inhabitants, particu-
larly the Hungarians and the Slovenes in that
region which connects the two countries 
- 
a
region where people are very happy to open bor-
der crossings which were closed during the com-
munist period?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Kucan.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
First I must say that the provisions of the
constitution and of the law with regard to the pro-
tection of minorities 
- 
there are two indigenous
minorities, Hungarian and Italian, living in-Slove-
nia 
- 
are, in my view, exemplary. One of the pro-
visions of our constitution concerning the special
protection and rights of minorities gives them
double voting rights, that is to say they have a
general right to vote, as citizens, in the parliamen-
tary elections and a special right, as members of a
minority, permitting them to appoint their own
representative, the deputy for the minority, to par-
liament where two seats are reserved especially
for the Italian and Hungarian minorities. The two
representatives have a right ofveto, guaranteed by
the constitution, which can be used to block any
parliamentary decision or any law which, in their
view, could prejudice the interests, infringe the
constitutional rights or adversely affect the pro-
tection of minorities. The provision also applies
at local level, in the communes. A reform of
local administration is currently under way; this
Sunday, municipal elections will be held in accor-
dance with the new law, although it is not yet defi-
nitive. The Constitutional Court will, over the
next few months, have an opportunity to hear
complaints from individuals about the new distri-
bution of communes. At that time, it will also
consider the wish of members of the Hungarian
community to constitute a separate commune in
the territory occupied exclusively by Hungarians.
I cannot predict what the court's decision will be,
but in my opinion the danger of having such an
enclave within what would be its own administra-
tive unit could have unforeseen consequences cal-
ling for careful study.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We have time for only one
more question. I ask Mr. Mitolo to be reasonably
brief.
Mr. MITOLO (Italy) (Translation). 
-Mr. Presi-
dent, I have listened with great interest to the
remarks of President Kucan, whom I also had the
pleasure of hearing a few months ago in the Stras-
bourg Assembly. In particular, it seems to me that
his attitude on the Italian question has hardened
slightly. I have no wish to comment at length on
President Kucan's address as did Mr. Fassino,
whose views I do not share. I should simply like
to mention certain aspects. He said that the pro-
blem involves a few hundred houses to be handed
back or valued; the figures in our possession,
however, show that twenty-one enterprises, 6 855
hectares of farrnland, three hundred hectares of
building land and T lT2baildings are involved in
the dispute and still at issue.
Not sharing the view that bilateral questions
cannot have the effect of blocking claims from
one of the disputants, particularly when the inten-
tion is to join organisations of which one of the
two is an active member, I would like to ask you,
President Kucan, whether Slovenia intends to
make up its mind to amend its constitution, brin-
ging it into line with European law on respect
for private property and acceptance of the basic
principle of freedom and non-discrimination as
regards both access to the property market and
restitution to the rightful owners of what was
expropriated from them by the communist
r6gime.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Kucan.
Mr. KUCAN (President of Slovenia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
I can only repeat that it is in Slovenia's
interests to harmonise its internal legal system
with the system in the European Union, and to
change its constitution; of that there is no doubt.
The question is whether or not the alleged diffe-
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rences between Slovenia and Italy ought to be
settled once Slovenia has access to European
legislation and can have recourse to its institutions
and procedures. As regards what Mr. Mitolo calls
the dossier concerning property, houses and rela-
ted matters, I really must stress that this is part of
Italian and Slovenian history, which is highly
complicated and which goes back beyond 1945
to 1918, and the fall of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire. Then there were the Rapallo agreements,
the rise of Mussolini in Italy, the second world
war and the occupation of much of Slovenian ter-
ritory and then the post-war period. ln my view it
is impossible to resolve these problems by look-
ing back; if, on the other hand, we have our eyes
firmly fixed on a different future for Europe, and
for this part of Europe in particular, which is in all
our interests, then I believe that we can find a
solution even to these problems.
The PRESIDENT. 
-Thank you very much, Pre-
sident Kucan. You will have recognised from the
number and variety of questions just how interes-
ted the Assembly has been in your visit this mor-
ning, and you have not jibbed at answering
controversial questions from our Italian col-
leagues. We are extremely grateful for your kind-
ness in coming here and cementing the already
good bond that we have with Slovenia. We look
forward to taking it much further in due course.
On behalf of the Assembly,I thank you very much
indeed.
9. Date, time and orders of the day
of the nert silfing
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
That concludes our busi
ness for this morning.
I propose that the Assembly hold its next public
sitting this afternoon at 3 p.m. with the following
orders of the day:
l. Address by Mr. Iliescu, President of Roma-
ma.
2. A European security policy; a European
defence policy (Resumed joint debate on the
reports of the Political Committee and of the
Defence Committee and votes on the draft
recommendations and the draft order, Docu-
ments 1439 and amendments and 1445 and
amendments).
3. The future of the WEU Satellite Centre in
Torrej6n (Presentation of and debate on the
report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee and vote on the draft recommen-
dation, Document 1437).
4. Draft budget of the administrative expendinr-
re of the Assembly for the financial year 1995
(Presentation of and debate on the report of
the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and
Administration and vote on the draft budget,
Document L429).
5. Evolution of the Assembly's logistical requi-
rements to take account of enlargement (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Admi-
nisftation and vote on the draft recommenda-
tion, Document 1438).
6. Draft supplementary budget of the admi-
nisffative expenditure of the Assembly for
the financial year 1995 (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee on
Budgetary Affairs and Administration and
vote on the draft supplementary budget,
Document I44l).
7. Accounts of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for the f,rnancial year 1993 
-
the auditor's report and motion to approve the
final accounts (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the
motion to approve the final accounts, Docu-
ment 1428 and addendum).
Are there any objections?...
The orders of the day of the next sitting are
therefore agreed to.
Does anyone wish to speak?...
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at I p.m.)
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l. Attendance register.
2. Adoption of the minutes.
3. Address by Mr. Iliescu, hesi&nt of Romania.
Replies by Mr lliescu to questions put by: Mr. Pavlidis
(Obsenter from Greece), Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Korakas(Observer from Greece), Lord Finsberg, Mr. Eorsi (Obser-
verfrom Hungary), Lord Newall, Mr. Mitolo.
4. A European security policy; A European defence policy
(Resumed joint debate on the rcports of the Political Com-
mittee and of the Defence Committee and votes on the
drafi recommendntions and draft order,Docs.1439 and
amendments and 1445 and arnendments).
Speakers: Mr. Tusek (Obsen,er from Austria), Mr. Liapis(Observer frum Greece), Mr. L6pez Henares, Mr. Cuco,
Mr. Brito, Mr. Korakas (ObserverfmmGreece),Mr. Miil-
Ier, Mr. Jeszenszky (Observerfrom Hungary), Mr. Godal
(Observerfrom Norway), Mr. Prokes (Observerfrom Slo-
vakia), Ml Parisi, Mr. Borderas, Mr. Necas (Observer
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The sitting is open.
7. Attendance register
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The names of the substi-
tutes attending this sitting which have been noti-
fied to the President will be published with the list
of representatives appended to the minutes of pro-
ceedingsr.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
In accordance with Rule 23
of the Rules of Procedure, the minutes of proceed-
ings of the previous sitting have been distributed.
Are there any comments? ...
The minutes are agreed to.
3. Address by Mr. Iliascu" President of Romania
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the address by Mr. Iliescu, President of Romania.
from the Czech Republic), Mr. Hardy, Mr. Soell (Rappor-
teur of the Political Committee), Mr. de Puig (Chairman
of the Political Committee), Mr. Baumel (Rapporteur of
the Defence Commiltee), Mr. De Decker, Lord Finsberg,
Mr. Pastusiak (Obsemer from Poland), Mr. Soell, Mr. de
Puig, Mr. Blaauw, Mr. Soell, Mr. Blaauw, Lord Finsberg,
Mr. Soell, Mr. Benvenuti, IvIr. Mitolo, Mr. Soell, Mr.
Blaauw, Mr. de Puig, Mr. Blaauw, Mr. Hardy, Mr. de Puig,
Mr. Blaauw, Mr. de Puig, Lord Finsberg (explanation of
vote), Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase, Mr. Baumel, Mr. L6pez
Henares, Mr. Baumel.
5. The future of the WEU Satellite Centre in Torrej6n (Pre-
senturton of and debate on the report of the Technological
and Aerospace Committee and yote on the drafi recorn-
menlation, Doc. 1437).
Speakers: Mr. L6pez Henues (Rapponeur), Mrs. Guirado.
6. Change in the orders of the day.
7 . Date, time and orders of the day of the next sitting.
Ladies and gentlemen, I have much pleasure in
welcoming Mr. Iliescu to this Assembly. Roma-
nia plays a key r6le in the $owing relationship
between WEU and the associate partners of Cen-
tral Europe. Indeed, one of the very first ministers
from a Central European country to address the
WEU Assembly was, sir, your Foreign Minister,
Teodor Melescanu, my old friend, whom I am
delighted to see accompanying you today and
whom we consistently see around Europe.
The Romanian Parliament has also been particu-
larly active in futhering the relationship and only
three weeks ago it hosted an interesting seminar in
Bucharest on Cenftal Europe in a European securi-
ty system. Both the Presidential Committee and
the Committee for Parliamentary and Public Rela-
tions were present, together with many representa-
tives from our associate partner countries.
The parliamentarians who make up the Roma-
nian Delegation to the Assembly have supported a
number of special initiatives where WEU is
concerned. In conjunction with the seminar earlier
this month, President lliescu inaugurated an infor-
mation and documentation centre on WEU in
Bucharest. That is a first and an example which
could usefully be followed closer to home in
many other countries.
The sitting was opened at j.lO p.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
r07
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Another example is even more striking. Two
years ago, it was Romania which, with the full
support of this Assembly, first requested help
from WEU in applying the United Nations embar-
go on the Danube. That has been one of the most
successful embargo operations of recent times and
it has been carried out in spite of considerable
financial sacrifice by the countries concerned,
Bulgaria and Hungary, as well as Romania. That
matter has not gone unrecognised by politicians
who travel around Europe taking cognisance of
such issues.
All this demonstrates Romania's wish to be to
the fore in terms of European security 
- 
to
demonstrate a willingness to accept international
responsibility and respond to the various chal-
lenges that face us, about which we have already
heard today and, I believe, yesterday.
We are looking forward to hearing you, Mr. Pre-
sident, and I understand that you will be happy to
answer questions. Your own r6le in the process
has been essential and it is a great honour that you
should come and address our Assembly. May I
invite you to the tribune to address us.
Mr. ILIESCU (President of Romania) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, may
I begin by thanking the President of the Assembly,
Sir Dudley Smith, and its members for inviting
me to address them.
I am especially moved that Romania is given
the opportunity to express its views at this ses-
sion, which marks the Assembly's fortieth anni-
versary. I would also like to take this occasion to
confirm again our great esteem for the WEU
Assembly's exceptional contribution to furthering
the spirit of Europe in national parliaments and
among the public and developing relations with
the states of Cenffal Europe.
For Romania, the month of November this year
has been an extremely fruitful period in the deve-
lopment of its relations with WEU. I recall with
pleasure my meetings in Bucharest early this
month with the Assembly delegation which was
involved in the official opening of the first WEU
Bureau of Information and Documentation in a
Central European country and took part in the
work of the international seminar on "Central
Europe in a European security system" and the
visit to the Co-ordination and Assistance Centre
of the WEU mission in Romania.
All these activities, including the Romanian
representatives' attendance at the WEU Council of
Ministers meeting in Noordwijk and the positions
there adopted, re-emphasise Romania's resolve to
be a partner worthy of the confidence of WEU and
to build up practical and real collaboration with
Romania's complete integration into WEU the aim.
For Romania, where our continent's major geo-
strategic axes meet, ensuring peace and stability
throughout Europe is a matter of vital interest. The
central plank of Romanian foreign policy is there-
fore based on the strategic resolution adopted on
the very fnst day of the Romanian revolution and
supported then and now by all the political forces in
the counfry, namely full integration in the political,
economic and security structures of democratic
Europe. This was a natural policy decision, since
by its civilisation, culture, history and geographical
position, Romania has always been an inseparable
pan of European culture and civilisation. For us the
1989 revolution was the beginning of Romania's
recovery and of the growth, in new conditions, of
its raditional relationships with other European
nations.
In this context Romania is building up extensive
and swiftly growing co-operation with WEU, the
European Union and NATO. We are most gratified
that, once the last ratification has taken place, and
this will be very soon, the association agreement
with the European Union will enter into force.
Conditions will then be right for speeding up the
necessary preparations for Romania's accession to
membership of this organisation, which, as we are
well aware, will not be easy. In the same spirit we
welcomed the proposed partnership for peace from
the outset and signed the individual programme of
partnership between Romania and NAIO, the
actions laid down in which we have already begun.
For Romania, as for the other Central European
countries, the strengthening of co-operation with
WEU in its twofold r6le, i.e. security and defence
dimension of European integration, and European
pillar of NATO, is a vital factor of security.
The launch of official dialqgue betrveen WEU
and the Central European countries at the Peters-
berg meeting n 1992, and the setting up of the
WEU Forum of Consultation, respond to our basic
aim of security and at the same time the need for a
united Europe.
Romania especially appreciated the WEU deci-
sion, in the context of the Maasfricht Treaty, to ins-
titutionalise relations with countries seeking to
accede to the European Union.
The effort being made by WEU countries to meet
entirely new and highly complex sinrations in
Europe, brought about among other things by the
imlption of conflicts, deserves praise. Romania is
not only on the side ofthese countries, but has also
worked and continues to work for the constant pro-
motion of peaceful preventive solutions.
From this point of view the complex situation of
conflict which has come about in former Yugosla-
via has really tested WEU, as it has other interna-
tional bodies responsible for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes. The way events have developed
has highlighted the fact that we have not succee-
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ded in adapting sufficiently quickly to the specific
conditions and problems of the aftermath of the
cold war and to the new dynamics of the security
problems following the revolutions in Central and
Eastern Europe. In these new conditions both the
planning and the implementation of security mea-
sures, based on the model of force or retaliation,
have proved inadequate. Developments in the
Yugoslav conflict have shown clearly that recourse
to force can only complicate and aggravate pro-
blems, making the process of restoring peace
more difficult still.
Recent events again show that the situation in
former Yugoslavia still hosts the seeds of a gene-
ral conflict which might have wider repercussions
at both Balkan and European level. We are firrnly
convinced that there is no military solution to the
conflict in former Yugoslavia and that our duty,
the duty of the international community, is to pro-
mote communication and understanding among
those seated at the negotiation table and to encou-
rage all bodies and all countries seeking to open
up a path towards a peaceful solution.
We welcome the results of the recent WEU
ministerial meeting in Noordwijk, which constitu-
te an important step towards the conceptual and
operational consolidation of WEU as the security
and defence component in the construction of
Europe in close association with the European
Union, and towards a stronger pronouncement of
the need to intensify co-operation with associate
partners in Central Europe.
Given the forthcoming entry into force of the
association agreement and the beginning of the
preparatory stage for Rornania's accession to the
European Union, intensification of its relations
withWEU in the political, military, parliamentary
and scientific fields, at all levels, becomes extre-
mely important and constitutes one of our foreign
policy priorities.
Here we welcome the WEU decision concer-
ning the participation of associate partner states in
the formulation of a corrmon European defence
policy and the forthcoming production of a white
paper on European security which will look for-
ward to the creation of a common security and
defence space in Europe. This implicitly recog-
nises the fact that the security and stability of the
European continent can only be ensured in the
form of a shared space.
With this in mind it is our intention to build up
Romania's operational potential to participate in
humanitarian and peace-keeping activities.
It is our aim to find an effective solution to our
security problems in the framework of a coherent
European system. Learning from the experience
of the post-war period, when NATO was clearly
the main institution truly capable of providing the
political and security guarantees required for the
democratic and prosperous development of its
member countries, we consider that Romania's
choice to apply for full membership of NATO is
entirely natural. This is particularly ffue now that
the North Atlantic Alliance has found how to
renew its structure by laying down terms for a
relationship of dialogue and co-operation with
Central Europe and the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States 
- 
institutionalised by the North
Atlantic Co-operation Council 
- 
and launching
the partnership for peace initiative, both signifi-
cant conffibutions to the sffengthening of Euro-
pean and worldwide security.
For us, Romania's participation in the partner-
ship for peace programme is a half-way house on
the way to full membership of the alliance. Our
clear choice is based on Romania's fundamental
interest in enjoying the security guarantees provi-
ded by NATO, knowing that this will maintain
and consolidate stability in Romania.
It is with the same end in view that we approach
our relations with WEU, regarded as the Euro-
pean pillar of NATO and as a structure that can
provide a framework for the framing and imple-
mentation of a single European Union policy in
the field of security and defence.
We very much welcome the fact that relations
between WEU and Central Europe have been star-
ted from the very outset, in non-discriminatory
forms. In opening its doors to the associate part-
ners of Central Europe, WEU has become a key
component of European security.
It goes without saying that this policy adopted
spontaneously by Romania is not directed against
any one. It has been fashioned in the light of the
structural changes which have taken place at the
political level in Europe and throughout the
world, and which have been endorsed in this city
by the Charter of Paris, drawn up at the command
of the heads of state or government of the CSCE
counffies, containing the solemn declaration that
all participating states are friends not foes, thus
putting an end to a long period of confrontation.
We also support the efforts now being made to
define more precisely the special place and r6le of
the CSCE in the new European architecture.
At the practical level, Romania's security
concems are additionally addressed by a range of
measures in the form of a two-level construction.
The first is a matter of promoting good relations
with neighbouring countries. Romania pursues a
policy of neighbourliness and broad co-operation
and full normalisation of its relations with all its
neighbours and other states in the region; this
includes the conclusion of bilateral political trea-
ties in accordance with the principles of interna-
tional law. In this connection, we hailed the Euro-
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pean Union initiative for a stability pact and have
made known our readiness to co-operate with
other interested states in order to achieve its aims.
The second is in our view to be found at the sub-
regional level, which plays.an important part in
our economic progress on the way to European
integration. Hence Romania's active interest in
the co-operation programmes in Central Europe,
the Danube basin and the Black Sea. These pro-
jects are not, and should not be, regarded as alter-
native solutions to European integration. On the
contrary, they may turn out to be important steps
towards stability and development, which are
essential for European integtation.
Similarly, when a settlement has been reached
in the conflict in former Yugoslavia, we hope we
will also be able to give a European dimension to
multilateral co-operation in the Balkans.
As regards domestic policy, ladies and gentle-
men, our two cenffal concerns have been, and
continue to be, firstly the development and conso-
lidation of the normative, legislative and institu-
tional framework of a law-based state and the nor-
mal functioning of the institutions specific to a
modern democratic society and, secondly, the
transition to a market economy.
As regards the transition to a market economy
and economic restructuring, we can say that we
are past the worst days of the post-revolution per-
iod. This year the decline in industrial production
has been halted; the figures show it has even gone
up slightly, a sign that the country may be on its
way to economic recovery. Agriculture is over the
crisis of recent years. With our monetary and fis-
cal policy, we have brought down inflation consi-
derably and stabilised both national currency and
the exchange rate. We have also taken major steps
to bring external trade into balance and rebuild the
country's hard currency reserves. All this is hel-
ping to increase confidence in the future potential
of the Romanian economy and prompting foreign
investors to show more interest.
Socio-economically Romania is currently in a
phase of large-scale privatisation affecting more
than six thousand state enterprises. Measures pro-
posed by the government to speed up this process
are now before parliament. We hope that these
measures will stimulate reform and economic
resffucturing by attracting not only domestic
funds and investment but also foreign capital and
lending, which will ultimately have a positive
effect on the quality of life and living conditions
in Romania.
Last October, too, in Strasbourg, Romania
signed the European Social Charter. This we did
in the conviction that the over-riding purpose of
all the political and economic reforms we have
launched must be to improve the living conditions
of each member of society.
Mr. President, now that the Central European
countries have taken over civil control of their
armed forces and introduced parliamentary demo-
cracy, the transition towards a market economy
and relations between countries are improving;
our countries are becoming not only consumers
but also producers of security. This gives greater
stability to the whole of Cenral Europe and natu-
rally a better guarantee of security for the states of
Western Europe.
I should like you to agree with me that at the
present time the new dimension of European
security has to include the nine associate partners
of Central Europe as a vital component. They are
in a position to play a major r6le in the new secu-
rity structure now being set up.
These countries plan to align their policies on a
more comprehensive approrch to security in
Europe. I am naturally thinking also of the econo-
mic aspect which is, of course, the guarantee of
security. Through some historical good fortune a
long time ago or more recently that countries like
Romania did not have, the western countries were
able to apply their energy to economic and tech-
nological development and improve standards of
living. At the same time they set up strong well-
structured organisations whose operation has
stood the test of time decade after decade. Hence
their feeling of belonging to a more stable and
secure context than their Central European neigh-
bours.
In their wish to enjoy the same feeling, the Cen-
ftal European countries have turned to the Euro-
pean Union and concluded Europe Agreements
which, over and above their economic aspects,
provide references of stabitty and security for
both Central and Western Europe.
In a word, the involvement of the Central Euro-
pean countries in the economic and security struc-
tures of the European Union, even in the forms it
takes at the moment 
- 
which we all agree are at
only an intermediate stage 
- 
signifies that these
countries' views are already taken into account or
allowed for in the definition of the general lines of
European foreign policy, the security framework
and European security priorities in the widest
sense. This is a necessary stage on the way to
accession to the European Union, and is the result
of a deliberate effort by both Central and Western
European countries to adapt to present-day condi-
tions which is in everyone's interest.
Romania, Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen,
which is increasingly taking its place as a contri-
butor to equilibrium and continuity in the region
to which it belongs, intends to make its own
investment of stability and security in its relations
with western structures.
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May I at the same time assure the parliamentary
Assembly that Romania is prepared, alongside its
WEU patners, to contribute to the long-term
consffuction of a genuine European security iden-
tity, and to do what it can to see that our old conti-
nent becomes a leading influence for stability,
security and peace in the world
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. President,
for those wise words about former Yugoslavia.
We appreciate the right approach that your coun-
try is adopting to the Western European structure.
We were most interested to hear what you had to
say.
I should like to ask questioners to be reasonably
brief; Mr. Iliescu has kindly said that he will
answer questions.
I call first Mr. Pavlidis.
Mr. PAVLIDIS (Observer from Greece). - |
welcome you, Mr. Iliescu, to the WEU headquar-
ters, just as we welcomed you to Strasbourg
recently. Once again I was impressed by your
speech, and I noted your deep concern for peace
in the Balkans. I noted, too, what you said about
bringing about a peaceful solution. That is why I
seek your opinion on the idea of all the Balkan
countries signing an agreement recognising exis-
ting borders and thus implementing a preventive
measure that might afford a solution.
In a second stage, countries such as Serbia,
Croatia and Bosnia would enter into the agree-
ment in order to form a stable security system that
would eventually guarantee peace in the Balkans.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Iliescu.
Mr. ILIESCU (Presidmt of Romania). 
- 
|
would have no reservations about accepting such
a proposal for the Balkan countries, especially if it
would assure co-operation between them and sta-
bility. Of course, the idea does not constitute a
solution right now for the Bosnian conflict, but it
might help generally. I agree with what you have
said; with the solution of the conflict in former
Yugoslavia, the Balkans could be developed as a
zone of stability and co-operation in Europe.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now call Mr. Atkinson.
Mr. ATKINSON (United Kingdom). 
- 
Mr. Pre-
sident, I wish to ask about your counfflr's policy
towards the continued presence of the 14th Rus-
sian army in your neighbour, Moldova.
Do you consider the recent agreement allowing
such forces to remain in Moldova for a further
three years to have been freely and voluntarily
entered into by Moldova; or are you looking to
next week's summit of the CSCE in Budapest to
propose that the CSCE peace-keeping forces
should replace or supplement those of the Russian
peace-keeping forces in Moldova, the Caucasus
and elsewhere?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Iliescu.
Mr.ILIESCU (President of Romania). 
- 
On the
first part of the question, the status of the l4th
army is that it is a former 14th Soviet army
controlling the south-east area, including the Bal-
kans. After the dismantling of the Soviet Union
and the emergence of new independent states, that
14th army, which is now the Russian 14th army,
became a foreign anny on the territory of the
independent state of Moldova. It is not on the
frontier of Russia; it is separated from Russia by
Ukraine.
This army is therefore in a very strange situa-
tion, and I consider that its presence encourages
the conservative forces in Trans-Dniestr to start a
military conflict. For this reason, we consider the
withdrawal of the 14th army a precondition for
the stability of the newly-independent state of
Moldova, and for peace in that zone.
However, the newly-independent state of Mol-
dova is the juridical object in all these negotia-
tions, and we had a positive approach concerning
the offer of Moldova to reach an agreement with
Russia for the withdrawal of this army. I shall not
enlarge on my considerations on the rightness of
this withdrawal, but I think that it is a necessity.
I do not even think that it is necessary for other
forces to be put in place: it is necessary only to
withdraw any foreign army from the territory of
this newly-independent state.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next question is from
Mr. Korakas from Greece.
Mr. KORAKAS ( Obse rv e r from Gree c e ) (Trans-
lation). 
- 
Mr. hesident, everyone here knows, as
you made even clearer in your speech, that Roma-
nia has always worked for peace and co-operation
in the Balkans, and particularly in Europe. How-
ever, I just want to say something about the Bal-
kans.
Speakers yesterday and this morning referred to
the need for tougher military intervention in the
conflict in former Yugoslavia and more particu-
larly in Bosnia. As we have seen over the last few
years, armed intervention has done nothing for
peace but has rather added fuel to the flames. With
the situation we have today, would you kindly tell
us in more concrete tenns exactly what action and
initiatives Romania intends to take in order to end
this foreign interference in the peninsula, particu-
larly in former Yugoslavia, and to promote
understanding between the Balkan states. One
way would be to reactivate the procedures of the
Balkan conference held in 1989 at the level of
foreign ministers. No summit has yet been organi-
sed. Are you planning something on those lines?
What do your country, your government and you
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yourself think about the possibility of a Balkan
conference to bring peace and co-operation to the
region without foreign intervention?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Iliescu.
Mr. ILIESCU (President of Romania) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
[n my view the most difficult problem is
the conflict in former Yugoslavia and in Bosnia.
Under present conditions a Balkan conference
without the states of former Yugoslavia would not
be feasible. There frst has to be a political resolu-
tion of the dispute and in particular the armed
conflict in Bosnia. I have already given my view
that there can be no military solution to the
conflict in Bosnia.
The conflict is not properly understood. The
phrase used is ethnic conflict and even ethnic
cleansing. What ethnic cleansing? The people
fighting are related. The Muslims do not represent
another nationality, they are Serbs too. No Bos-
nian nationality exists. In Bosnia there are Serbs
and Croats 
- 
Muslim or Orthodox Serbs and
Catholic Croats, who have long lived together and
have a common history. History separated them,
the Croats under the Austro-Hungarian occupa-
tion and the Serbs under the Ottoman occupation.
Occupation created differences between the Serbs
who remained Orthodox, particularly in the rural
areas of Bosnia and the Muslim Serbs who live
for the most part in urban areas. Hence the
concentration of Muslims in urban areas and the
scattering of Orttrodox Serbs over the territory as
a whole, but they are all Serbs, and in the same
families.
In Bucharest I asked the Bosnian Minister for
Foreign Affairs what he was. "I am a Serb" he
replied indignantly. "I have a sister living in Bel-
grade who is ma:ried to a Serb". lnZagreb I knew
mixed Serbo-Croat families. This is a ffagedy, a
fratricidal civil war between Serbs. It is not even a
religious war. [t is a real tragedy. I do not think the
problems can be solved by military intervention.
Instead we must urge all the forces concerned to
meet, discuss and negotiate possible conditions
acceptable to all sides. No one can tell what the
solution will be. In my view, the only possible
basis is the contact group's proposal of a peace
prograrnme, which is far from ideal, but which all
parties appear ready to accept, notwithstanding its
lack of common sense and logic. I also think that
the international community failed to react in the
right way and quickly enough in favour of the
existing political authorities in Bosnia and former
Yugoslavia and guide events in this direction. I
hope, even so, that a solution can be found by
purely political means. That is our opinion.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I now call Lord Finsberg.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
When
we met in Bucharest and again in your speech
today, you spoke about the work that you are
undertaking in your country on the rule of law and
human rights. You have much legislation in force
from the time of Mrs. Pauker and from 1947
onwards that you are repealing.
You will have noticed that the Russian Federa-
tion has undone some of the damage inflicted by
the Soviet Government, who removed the natio-
nality and citizenship of certain of its citizens.
When do you propose to restore the full freedoms
of ex-King Michael and his family?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Iliescu.
Mr. ILIESCU (President of Romania) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
As in the case of other nations, this is a
matter of national history. In an historical process,
the citizens of Romania chose, after the December
revolution, to set up a republican state. This is
enshrined in the new constitution.
Constitutionally there is no restriction in law on
anyone wishing to obtain Romanian citizenship.
However, ex-King Michael wants to come to
Romania as its king and sovereign. This does not
comply with the way our country is organised, or
with the provisions of the constitution. On the
other hand, he has already visited Romania as a
private citizen, and could do so again, but after
giving a clear and firm undertaking not to create
social unrest in the country. This means that he
must clearly declare he is a normal citizen and
fully respects the constitution. This is a normal
requirement, which has to be met in all European
countries.
In France, the Bourbons were excluded from the
national territory for a century. In Italy, after the
adoption of the new constitution in 1947, it was
decided to prohibit the king from entering the
country. The same applies in Greece and in other
countries. From this point of view therefore we
are more liberal in what is allowed in ex-King
Michael's case. However, there must be no confu-
sion about his relations with the state and with the
constitution. This is normal and democratic. The
choice of the country's citizens has to be respected.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
We now turn to Mr. Eorsi, the observer from
Hungary.
Mr. EORSI (Observer from Hungary). - Mr.
President, let me return to the Moldovan question.
Our colleague, Mr. Atkinson, put his question
from the Russian military point of view. Let me
return to the Romanian point of view.
I truly appreciated the words at the end of your
speech saying that Romania is ready to contribute
and co-operate with the European organisations,
but I hold in my hand a report submitted to WEU
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about WEU's relations with Russia. Paragraph 46
states that the Moldovan Government refers to the
Romanian declaration denying the existence of
Moldovan nationality and claiming that Moldova
was part of Romania.
I am grateful to you and your colleagues that, on
page 168 of your book entitled, "Romania in
Europe and in the World" that has been distribu-
ted among the participants to help bring us closer
to your political views, I read something comple-
tely different. To be frank it does not speak the
same language as the report, although I cannot say
that it is totally different. It states, "we have reco-
gnised the independent status of Moldova. We
consider it as a second Romanian state".
Would you be so kind as to elaborate on that?
How should we understand it and how do you
foresee the future of Moldova?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Iliescu.
Mr. ILIESCU (President of Romania). 
-There
are two different questions: the problems of the
state and state organisations and the problem of
nationality and language of one population.
Moldova is a state. It is a former part of Roma-
nia and, historically, part of the province of Mol-
dova, half of which was in Romania and half of
which was occupied by the Russians in 1812. It
was occupied by Russia for one century. After the
first world war, with the seH-determination of the
European nations, all the Romanian provinces
under the Austro-Hungarian occupation or under
the Russian occupation were united into a unique
national state. That was also the case for Hungary,
Austria, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and other
states which disappeared after the first world war.
In the 1940s, measures were implemented with
no juridical or historical base. Under the agree-
ment between Germany and the Soviet Union
known as the Ribbentrop/tlolotov document, it
was decided to occupy other territories included
in the Soviet Union. One part became the Soviet
Moldovan republic and the other became part of
Ukraine, which complicated the history of all
these problems. The population however, remai-
ned Romanian. The people speak the same lan-
guage as we do 
- 
Romanian. The history is that of
Romanians living in Moldova.
A new political situation arose with the disap-
pearance of the Soviet Union and the formation of
new states. The Baltic countries, Ukraine and the
Caucasus republics appeared, as did the state of
Moldova. Romania was the first country to recog-
nise the existence of the new independent state of
Moldavi, but we stress that 65Vo of the population
there are Moldovan. The territories proclaim the
emergence of a new nation 
- 
the Moldovan one 
-
which could be other than Romanian, and that the
Moldovan language is something other than Roma-
nian. I know that there was also a theory that a new
German nation appeared: a socialist Germany. But
the German population had another approach to
that problem, and Germany united thereafter.
So we do not discuss the existence of the state of
Moldova. It is up to the citizens of that state to
decide how it will develop. We are open, and we
want to develop normal relations of co-operation
between our two states. However, there is a ques-
tion of the approach to nationality. We do not
agree with the theory that Moldova is another
nation. But if there is opposition to that state for-
mation, we can argue that in Europe, different
states speak the same German language but live in
different state formations. That is a historical fact
and those of us in politics take a political approach:
to consider the existing borders in Europe. It is a
precondition to take into consideration the exis-
ting position in Europe to maintain peace there.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr.Iliescu.
Last but not least, I call Lord Newall.
Lord NEWALL (United Kingdom). 
- 
I hasten to
add that I have a simpler question than the last
one. You mentioned in your speech that troops
would be used for humanitarian purposes. I fully
understand, as many of us do, the difficulties of
reorganising your anny. When might a battalion-
strength of your troops be ready for humanitarian
and peace-keeping purposes anywhere that you
might send them?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Iliescu.
Mr. ILIESCU (President of Romania). 
- 
We
have already discussed that issue with the NATO
leadership and we already have representatives in
the Planning Cell in Mons. We have discussed our
national plan for the partnership for peace and we
have made a concrete proposal to prepare a
Romanian brigade, taking account of all the
conditions and criteria of NATO, to be able to par-
ticipate in such actions. There is now a demand in
connection with Angola, for instance, and nego-
tiations concerning the preparation of such a mili-
tary formation with humanitarian purposes to
maintain peace and enter into co-operation with
NAIO.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
[ see that Mr. Mitolo
wishes to ask a question. We should not really add
to the list of questioners, but I am a kind man so I
shall allow him to ask his question.
Mr. MITOLO (haly) (Translation).- Mr. Presi-
dent, I have listened with great interest to Presi-
dent Iliescu's address and especially to his replies
to the various questions put to him. I note, how-
ever, that nobody has asked for information about
the minorities living in Romania and in particular
the Hungarian and German minorities.
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I would, therefore, like to ask you, President
Iliescu, whether there are any plans to give those
minorities greater autonomy in Romania and to
afford greater protection for their national identi-
ties.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Iliescu.
Mr. ILIESCU, (President of Romania). 
- 
Our
constitution is fully in agreement with the general
European ruling on national minorities in connec-
tion with the general rights of the citizen. From
that point of view, we have the legislative bases
on which to ensure their identity and their full
rights. Hungarians are the main minority in our
country, representing 7Vo of the population of
Romania and 1.7 million people. They form a
majority in two central districts of the country.
They are also represented politically. We are the
only counffy in Europe with representatives of all
the national minorities in our national parliament.
The Hungarians have thirty-nine elected represen-
tatives in the national parliament but even minor
groups such as the Greeks, Turks, Armenians and
Jews 
- 
even Italians 
- 
are represented in the natio-
nal parliament. They are also represented on all
local councils. For Hungarians, there is a full net-
work of schools using their own mother language:
primary, secondary and university education. They
have their own papers, radio stations, television
stations, theatres and other cultural institutions.
But, as in all such problems, there are discus-
sions on how to perfect those provisions. All
minorities want their own organisations to pro-
mote their interests. The government has created a
council of minority groups, which is in permanent
dialogue with the government, discussing concrete
problems on that issue. So we have made a lot of
progress during the past five years to develop ajudicial and legislative basis and to promote that
problem.
But those are genuine problems. If we streng-
then our democracy and economy, we will have a
material possibility of solving the social problems
for all our citizens, including minority groups.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
This has been a significant
visit that you have made to Paris today and we
thank you sincerely, not only for the wise words in
your speech but also for the frankness with which
you have answered questions and been prepared
to take on all-comers. At lunchtime, you were tel-
ling me of the enormous amount of travelling that
you have been doing on behalf of your country,
getting it better known and speaking the gospel as
it is and as you see it. It is inevitable, in that situa-
tion, that you will have critics and there are bound
to be difficulties. But we remember the state of
your nation even a decade ago. Remarkable things
have happened. It is a great ffibute, not only to
you but to your colleagues, some of whom are
around you today, that you have made such efforts
to bring Romania towards democracy, playing a
full and important part in the conduct of Europe,
where we are concerned on the defence and secu-
rity side. Security is something for which we all
crave and which we all need.
On behalf of the Assembly, I thank you very
much for coming here. It is appreciated. We look
forward to seeing you on further occasions.
(Mr. Martinez, Vice President of the Assembly,
took the Chair)
4. A European security policy
A European deferce policy
(Resumed joint debae on the reports otthe
Political Committee and of the Defence Commiltee,
and votes on the drafi recommenfutions and drafi ordcr,
Docs. 1439 and amendntents and 1445 and amendments)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the resumed joint debate on the report on Euro-
pean security policy presented by Mr. Soell on
behalf of the Political Committee, Document
1439, and the report on European defence policy
presented by Mr. Baumel on behalf of the Defen-
ce Committee, Document 14.y'.5.
When the debate has been concluded, we will
vote first on the draft recommendation on a Euro-
pean security policy set out in Document 1439
and the amendments which have been tabled
thereto. We will then vote on the draft order on a
European security policy set out in the same docu-
ment. Finally, we will vote on the draft recom-
mendation on a European defence policy set out
in Document 1445 and the amendments which
have been tabled thereto.
The debate is open.
I call Mr. Tusek.
Mr. TUSEK (Observer from Austria) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, it is
a great honour and pleasure for me to be able to
take part in this ordinary autumn session of the
WEU Assembly as a representative of the Aus-
trian Parliament and observer. I have followed the
discussions so far with great interest and I am
convinced that on the basis of both the reports we
are debating we can and indeed must further
consolidate and intensify co-operation in Europe
in the field of security and defence policy. I would
like to take this opportunity to make a few com-
ments from the viewpoint of an Austrian member
of parliament.
As you know, on 12th June this year the Aus-
trian people voted in favour of Austria's accession
to the European Union by an impressive 66.6Vo
tt4
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majority. This clear vote in favour of Europe was
also a clear vote in favour of Austria's unreserved
participation in the further development of the
European Union, as defined in the Maastricht
Treaty. It was a clear vote in favour of a policy of
solidarity with our future partners in the European
Union and a clear rejection of a policy of exclu-
sion and isolation.
By their vote on 12th June, the Austrian
people have restored to our country, which had
always played an important r6le in Europe and
had been involved in large, supranational struc-
tures over more than nine hundred of its nearly a
thousand years of history, a definite European
vocation.
As has been repeatedly pointed out in this
Assembly, the security policy situation in Europe
has changed radically since 1989. The communist
r6gime collapsed and the states and peoples of
Eastern and Central Europe now share our faith in
democracy, freedom and the market economy.
However, this enormous process of readjustment
also gives rise to a number of difficult problems.
Many ethnic and national conflicts that had remai-
ned hidden in past decades turned virulent and
resulted in the eastern and south-eastern part of
our continent becoming an area of insecurity and
instability. We Austrians know very well what we
are talking about in this context, since brute force
was once again used as a political instrument in
our immediate south-eastern neighbourhood 
-
a force that undermines all the principles that have
governed the co-existence of states since the end
of the second world war.
Geopolitically, Austria is situated on the edge of
what has been described as an earthquake zone,
and is fully aware of its tasks and responsibilities
as a new member of the European Union. We also
know that Austria's security is bound up with
European security and we are convinced that we
will be able to master the new challenges only if
we pursue a policy of solidrity with our EU part-
ners. That is why Austria is resolved to co-opera-
te actively and on a basis of solidarity in building
up an effective joint foreign and security policy,
as defined in the Maastricht Treaty.
Mr. President, I am coming to a close. It is our
wish that the objectives in the field of security and
defence policy defined in the Maastricht Treaty
will be successfully achieved. For only then can
we respond to the security policy challenges
facing us in Europe now and in the future.
(Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chair)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. May I ask
speakers to co-operate by speaking for five
minutes at most, preferably for a shorter time?
The next speaker is Mr. Liapis, the observer
from Greece.
Mr. LIAPIS (Observer from Greece). - Dear
colleagues, Mr. Baumel's report is one of the best
that I have ever seen, and is detailed, realistic and
moderate. It would be idle to try to improve it or
even to commend it. I shall take this opportunity
merely to comment on aspects of the report that
are important to the future of our organisation.
When talking about the European defence and
security policy, we have to ask ourselves some
fundamental questions. Do we have the political
will to create the mechanism that will enable
WEU to take autonomous decisions independent-
ly of NAIO and our transatlantic allies? Will our
national parliaments and governments offer part
of their state budget to fulfil the operational needs
of WEU and transform it into an efficient body in
the face of action? Will we finally develop security
guarantees, even sacrificing part of our national
welfare policies to strengthen the r6le of our organ-
isation and give it the military ability to act alone
with its own forces? Every time that we gather
here 
- 
every six months 
- 
we hear the same com-
plaint: we talk more and do less. The time has at
last come to take some radical decisions and
transform WEU into an integrated military organ-
isation.
If we remain in a state of apathy and do not dare
to take some initiatives now, we shall face the
risk, in the intergovernmental conference in 1996,
which is not far away, of losing another big oppor-
tunity to take European matters into our own
hands and co-ordinate successful security and
defence policies within the European Union. We
shall lose for ever the opportunity to reinforce
WEU's operational capabilities and to develop it
into a decision-making centre.
If we continue to fear taking responsibility for
our own continent, and if we continue to depend
absolutely on NAIO and the American forces, we
will have limited our own organisation to being
useless and inactive. In my opinion, performance
and efficiency are the key words.
Last but not least, if we agree that the security
and defence of Europe are mainly our responsibi-
lity and that we must join forces to counter com-
mon risks and dangers, we must also agree that
enlarging the European Union and WEU is not
just a top priority but a historical necessity. Euro-
peans must take control of their own security, to
meet the challenges of the future and to ensure
that Europe can act in a crisis such as that in for-
mer Yugoslavia. So let us do it: let us go ahead.
Let us convince our electorates, and let us press
our governments to contribute, with all the means
at their disposal, to the preparation for the review
of the Maastricht Treaty. Let us build a Europe
that will make Europeans safe and proud.
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The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. L6pez Henares.
Irtr.t 6pBZHENARES (Spain) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, although it is always appropriate
to discuss defence matters in this Assembly,
there can have been few occasions when such dis-
cussions were more urgent or necessary than
today.
We find ourselves discussing Mr. Baumel's
report and draft recommendation on a very sombre
and sad day, when events in former Yugoslavia
have aroused in us a deep sense of frustration,
which recent events have served only to aggravate.
In addition I have to say, although this is a
domestic matter, that the intervention of the Presi-
dent of the Council of Ministers was so disap-
pointing, both as to what he said and as to what he
did, that this naturally only adds to the need for
the kind of comments Mr. Baumel made in his
report and in his draft recommendation. We fully
support everything he says and therefore what
I am going to say should be obvious, although I
am not going to make a long speech, not only in
response to your kind request, but also because
Mr. Baumel has said it all so succinctly in his
report and draft recommendation. I have tabledjust one amendment, which I know Mr. Baumel
kindly dealt with this morning in the committee,
concerning the urgency of applications made
there.
We are pleased that in its Noordwijk declaration
the Council of Ministers recently agreed on the
need for serious reflection in drawing up this
white paper proposed by France, which is absolu-
tely necessary, but we insist, and I hope that this
will be reflected in the resolution and the recom-
mendation, that it is urgent.
This morning I asked the Secretary-General if
he was going to create some kind of unity and his
answer was no. It may be that unity is not neces-
sary in preparing the 1996 conference, but what I
would like to see is priority given to the need to
prepare for this with a unified vision, and the
urgent need to take account of the proposals
contained in Mr. Baumel's recommendation, so
that at the earliest possible opportunity we have
the framework for a security and defence policy,
something which, as has already been said, we are
at present lacking. Provision is made for this in
the treaty on European Union, but we do not have
a common defence policy and this is the great fai-
lure and the great weakness we are facing now.
We urgently need a doctrine for European
defence and a general staff; the Planning Cell
needs to be converted into a real general staff and
given the necessary means and resources to
enable us to break through, once for all, the dead-
lock which seems to exist in all our debates bet-
ween a perfectly respectable attitude towards
maintaining national structures 
- 
I repeat, this is
perfectly respectable 
- 
and another much more
ambitious attitude in our progress towards inte-
gration. It may be that the way forward, and this is
one of the objectives of the white paper, is to find
a middle way where we have European bodies,
not only in theory but organic and positive bodies
which can act together, and as quickly and effecti-
vely as possible, in future crises. Although logi-
cally we can attribute responsibility to the United
Nations, I believe that in our heart of hearts the
lesson of former Yugoslavia leaves us Europeans
feeling deeply frustrated.
Mr. President, it would be a mistake to salve our
consciences or to say, as one would take a slee-
ping pill to enable one to sleep more easily, that
we wanted a political solution. Of course we want
apolitical solution, but we have to have the means
to exert pressure in order to achieve a political
solution.
Furthermore, Mr. President, the time has come
to stop blaming the Americans. We must stop
using this option in our dealings with our ally. If,
as we are always saying, the European Union is,
and has to be, the European pillar of Atlantic
defence, then if this is not so the responsibility is
exclusively ours, and that, Mr. President, is the
task we have before us.
Consequently, I believe and I repeat that Mr.
Baumel's report is exffemely opportune in its
forcefulness, clarity and farsightedness, and I
believe we should give it our enthusiastic support.
I will conclude now, Mr. President, because we
are also debating Mr Soell's report. I am in com-
plete agreement with everything in Mr. Soell's
report and, sadly, it only remains for me to say
goodbye to the eminent professor who has been
our colleague and whom it has been a real privi-
lege to count as one of our number. We will not
forget him, and this is a hopeful sign, Mr. Presi-
dent, because I speak from a different political
group. The fact that different political groups,
very important groups in the context of what
Europe represents, can share a cofirmon view and
understand one another in matters as important as
security and defence is the best possible hope of
finding the solutions we need in the very near
future.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. Next is Mr.
Cuco.
Mr. CUCO (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
I will res-
trict myself to one or two brief comments, because
it is not possible to go into the whole report in
detail and given the time-limits the President has
stressed in view of the considerable number of
questions raised by Mr. Baumel's report on a
European defence policy.
First, I think we have to recognise that both the
common foreign policy of the member states of
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the European Union and the corollary to it, namely
a common defence policy, are still at a very
early stage. We have scarcely gone beyond deal-
ing with general considerations such as those
formulated by the Maastricht Treaty or the pre-
liminary conclusions set out in the Noordwijk
declaration.
Mr. President, in my view there is still a need for
serious political debate to develop the technical
aspects and subsequently put into operation the
many details and also themajor decisions which
in my opinion are needed before we can speak
with any justification of a common foreign policy
and a common defence policy.
It will not be easy. I do not think I am being
overbold in saying that there are still many histo-
rical legacies and age-old national prejudices
which do little to facilitate a unanimous design for
a common European foreign and defence policy.
While this process is under way by means of the
white paper referred to previously by many col-
leagues, we have to acknowledge, as Mr. Baumel
has quite justifiably pointed out, that we are wit-
nessing the obvious incapacity of WEU, and the
decisions arising out of that incapacity, when
faced with acute and devastating crises such as
Rwanda or the long drawn-out war in former
Yugoslavia, a war with many new aspects, which
rages while we stand by powerless.
The conflict in former Yugoslavia is, we all
know, typical of the post-cold war period of inter-
ethnic conflicts to which the European Union has
been unable to react, as Mr. Baumel has so elo-
quently acknowledged in paragraph (iii) of the
preamble to the draft recommendation. This is
due not only to a lack of political will, but also to
the fact that joint European interests have not yet
been identified clearly enough, making it impos-
sible to develop mechanisms for implementing
projects and decisions.
Among the risks and threats to European secu-
rity, interethnic conflicts have a very high profile.
Most of the sixteen pages of section VII of Mr.
Baumel's report, paragraphs I47 to 220, are
taken up with discussing this pressing problem,
in evidence from the Balkans to the Caucasus.
And yet there is no reference to this type of
conflict, nor to its possible repercussions on
European defence policy in the corresponding
draft recommendation. I think, as I said in the
committee, that we ought to look more deeply
into the causal origins of these conflicts and their
complex internal mechanisrns and into the count-
less repercussions they could have for the future
of European security.
As things stand I do not think we have made
enough effort to understand these conflicts in
their entirety. In this context I believe that
collaboration and joint discussion with other
specialist bodies, and here I am thinking of the
CSCE's committee for national minorities,
could be very fruitful. Although it seems that
some colleagues believe it is difficult to fit such
methods into the normal procedures of this
Assembly, I am of the opinion that international
relations in the contemporary world, and I
would include defence matters in that, are so
complex and interdependent that they require a
global, integrated approach. European defence
policy is dependent on many, very different fac-
tors. Mr. Baumel's report gives us much infor-
mation providing food for thought in the future,
none of which, Mr. President, should be neglec-
ted or underestimated.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next speaker is Mr.
Brito.
Mr. BRITO (Portugal) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Pre-
sident, ladies and gentlemen: never in the post-
World War II period has there been such a need
for Europe to formulate a common security and
defence policy. I say this for three reasons: first
because Europe, as the great economic power it is,
must have a voice with which to affirm its iden-
tity, defend the values in which it believes and
protect its interests; secondly, because threats
exist which the countries of Europe are not
capable of dealing with in isolation; and thirdly
because it is inevitable that American protective
action in Europe will be reduced.
It is clear, therefore, that Europe must find its
own means of defence, regardless of its budgetary
constraints and technological limitations.
The events in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Gulf cri-
sis and the withdrawal of American troops from
the European theatre are three situations which
clearly illustrate the reasons advanced above.
However, there are other situations within Eur-
ope itself which ought to be a matter of concern to
Europeans, because they pose a potential threat to
its security.
First, there is the Russian nuclear threat; then
there is the wave of nationalism, and finally, there
is an upsurge of fundamentalism, and we do not
know to what point it might be converted into
widespread conflict.
In this context, we applaud the proposal for a
white paper on a European security policy becau-
se, in our view, not only will this provide an
opportunity for serious reflection on a common
security and defence policy, but it will also define
the joint r6le, tasks and command structures of
WEU and the procedures for political and military
interaction, conditions regarded as indispensable
if Europe is to assume its responsibilities in the
present political framework.
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Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, the inevita-
bility of a common European security and defence
policy must not mean distancing ourselves from
the Europe of NAIO. In the coming years, Europe
will not be in a position to formulate an effective
common defence policy on its own. Indeed, the
countries of Europe, either individually or toge-
ther, do not have the strategic transport capacity,
nor the capacity for satellite monitoring, nor the
necessary elements of operational command,
conffol and intelligence and even less the means
of supplying remote forces. So when we support
the need for Europe to build a European defence
strategy, we are not thinking of ending the allian-
ce between Europe and the United States; far from
it. That would be a serious political and suategic
error. NATO is an alliance of necessity. NATO is
an alliance of destiny.
What we intend and wish to do, therefore, is to
sftengthen the European pillar of NATO and pre-
pare ourselves for the possibility of periods of
intervention in areas which, while being in the
sffategic interests of Europe, may not be so for the
United States of America.
In conclusion, Mr. President, I would like to
thank our Rapporteurs, Mr. Baumel and Mr.
Soell, for the excellent reports they have presen-
ted to this Assembly, and confidently await accep-
tance of their proposals, so that Europe can conti-
nue to be a place of security and peace.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next speaker is Mr.
Korakas, observer from Greece.
Mr. KORAKAS ( Observer from Greece ) (Trans-
lation). 
- 
I should frst like to thank Mr. Baumel
for his very interesting report and then to put a dif-
ferent point of view from those we have heard so
far. I shall speak in French for which I beg your
indulgence: there being no interpreter I cannot
speak in my mother tongue.
As Mr. Baumel said this morning, the debate on
the r6le of WEU is opened. There are two oppo-
sing viewpoints. The first sees WEU taking mili-
tary action in the r6le of international policeman
in association with or without NAIO. The second
viewpoint, which ! share and which would ensure
that WEU has a future, sees WEU as a mediator,
promoting understanding and co-operation bet-
ween peoples as a constructive contribution to a
collective security system in Europe. Since Mr.
Baumel's report frequently refers to common
defence, we have to ask ourselves what the threat
is and how it can be clearly defined. Only a few
years ago, the answer would have been the threat
from the eastern countries, the Soviet Union and
its allies. Where does the threat come from today?
We have to define it, without any hidden mea-
nings.
From one point of view I agree with Mr. Baumel
on the subject of the United States. We cannot
accept that the United States should appear and
behave as though it were the master of the world.
Listening to Mr. Baumel, I et/en wondered whe-
ther he had not become an anti-American or anti-
imperialist. Unfortunately, his subsequent propo-
sal disappointed me, being to replace NATO by
another political-cum-military body, whose aims
would be the same as those for which we now cri-
ticise the United States. Actually, Mr. Baumel is
trying to reconcile the irreconcilable: armed inter-
vention and humanism, a rapid action French-
Spanish-Italian force and a peace-making r6le
and, more generally, a European peace-keeping
and security force in Europe without any transpa-
rency or equality between member states, these
being divided into two or three categories with
different types of relationship with WEU. We
must not fall into the trap of inter-bloc competi-
tion so that we can divide up markets and zones
of influence between ourselves. The challenge
facing WEU is this: can it become a force for
reconciliation and rapprochement between peoples,
fiercely opposed to foreign intervention, since, as
we have seen in recent years, all these interven-
tions have done is to add fuel to the flames?
We have to go back not only to the CSCE and
the Charter of Paris, but to the Helsinki Final Act,
a highly relevant historical document, and use it
to set a collective system of security in place in
Europe. However, for this we must have equality
and sincerity between members, and there must
not be different categories. Even with equality, we
are not certain to be able to obtain this collective
system; we also have to make sure it functions
transparently.
I therefore believe we must once again think
hard about the present situation in Europe and in
the world, and the possible r6le of a European
Union not of the West, but embracing all Europe
and operating a collective security system.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Korakas.
I call Mr. Mtiller.
Mr. MULLER (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Soell and
Mr. Baumel have presented two reports that
excellently describe the problems we are conside-
ring here in the Assembly. And I am glad we are
discussing them together. But sadly I have to say
that I took part in a debate in this Assembly twenty-
seven years ago during which we raised and dis-
cussed similar problems, and that in spite of the
political changes that have occurred in the world
meanwhile, in practice nothing much has changed
as far as WEU's work is concerned.
We are now discovering that the Council of
Ministers says it has no competence as regards
events in the Balkans, events in a United Nations
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safe area, where the United Nations are indeed
competent, but has proved to be just as much of a
paper tiger. We find that the United Nations can-
not meet their responsibilities in other parts of the
world, either. Mr. Baumel has reminded us of the
500 000 victims in Rwanda. We could just as well
cite Angola in Africa, or other areas.
We find that planes are dropping napalm on
civilian populations right in the middle of Europe,
although there is a ban on flights. We also find 
-
and this is what surprises me most 
- 
that all those
demonstrators who used to take to the streets
when the Americans intervened anywhere in the
world 
- 
as in Vietnam 
- 
have disappeared, and
that there are hardly any massive street protests
against the kind of violations of human rights we
see day after day in the Balkans, for instance.
That is a very sad situation, and we parliamen-
tarians should really be blushing with shame. We
talk and we talk, while in the outside world,
indeed right outside our dmr or, as Mr. Baumel
put it, two hours away, people are being abused
and killed and human rights are being infringed.
This is not even the normal kind of shooting war
we know from the history books; what is happe-
ning here is a massacre.
At the same time we iue considering how to
develop the European Union further in 1996. We
want to plan a white paper on defence questions.
We go on talking, without really having the cour-
age to tackle the problems involved. For here we
are dealing with the very core of European policy.
That applies not just to WEU, but also to the
European Union and of course to NATO as well.
We are facing what I might call the original sin of
European integration policy: that we could not
complete what we set out quite reasonably to do,
and then evaded the issue by moving on to secon-
dary theatres of war, with no real results.
You all know that in the beginning was the
European Defence Community, which failed in
1954. Because we did not make any headway
with a common foreign anC security policy, we
then embarked on the road of the European Eco-
nomic Community, where we have now reached
the point where, though fire brigade uniforms
have to look the same in all the European Union
countries, and have to meet the same require-
ments, yet, as Mr. Baumel rightly said, the Euro-
pean corps actually has nineteen different types of
weapons. Basically, that shows up the whole
dilemma in which Europe now finds itself.
After all, the United States of America is also
a conglomerate of a great number of individual
states. In many areas, the differences in the United
States are greater than those between the countries
of the European Union, the EU Twelve, in tax
policy, or whether they say yes or no to the death
penalty. I do not want to go into detail here. But in
questions of foreign and defence policy the Uni-
ted States of North America speak with one voice,
have a common arms policy, and also have com-
mon forces with which to defend themselves. We
have not managed anything like that in Europe so
far.
We will not make progress in Europe 
- 
of that I
am deeply convinced, however many standard
requirements we lay down for fire-brigade uni-
forms or hygiene in butchers' shops 
- 
unless we
manage genuinely to decide on a common Euro-
pean foreign and defence policy.
One last comment: the Political Committee
recently visited Moscow. We held talks there. The
question arose: are we back in Yalta again? No,
we have gone beyond Yalta. 
- 
Are we back in
Versailles? No, we have gone beyond Versailles.
In Europe we are in fact at the point we reached at
the end of the Vienna Congress in the last century.
If we want reforms in Europe in 1996, we must
realise that we should not begin by making small
change, but must finally mint one big coin, called
the common European foreign and defence policy.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I now call Mr. Jeszenszky, the observer from
Hungary.
Mr. JESZENSZKY ( Ob s e rv er from H ungary ). -
We are here exactly five years after 1989, the
annus mirabilis, when the political transformation
of Poland and Hungary led to the fall of the other
Communist dominoes and the danger of a nuclear
war in Europe was largely averted. That brought
me and other intellectuals among my colleagues
into politics.
I came here in June 1990 to address this Assem-
bly. At that time, I proposed the creation of an
associate status for newcomers. Fewer than four
years later, my proposal has become possible but
neither the members of WEU nor those seeking
membership in it can feel really secure today.
However,I am happy to see the spirit shown in the
two reports that we are discussing and in many of
the statements and speeches this morning. They
give me modest hope that we can feel secure and
WEU can contribute to that security.
People sometimes speak of both WEU and
NATO as an umbrella under which the fortunate
ones can take cover. People also speak of a
nuclear shield. For me, those institutions look
rather like a port 
- 
a safe haven where those
coming in from the cold of communism can find
respite from the storms of history and cast anchor.
We feel that we need more than one anchor. Today
we still have none and we are about to be provided
with one. Membership of WEU may be the fust
anchor available to us.
119
OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES NINTI{ SITTING
Mr J e s ze ns zlq ( c ontinued )
Morally, we are in a good position because the
associate partners are rightly asking for immedi-
ate admission. It was not our decision, let alone
our fault, that the Central and Eastern European
countries did not accede to the Brussels Treaty of
1948, the Washington Treaty of 1949 or the Treaty
of Rome of 1957. We could not because of Soviet
domination.
Historically, Central Europe has always been
part of Europe. With Latin and Christian tradi-
tions, we are members of the same civilisation.
We also have a tradition of enlightenment. But we
must be realistic and see what advantage there
may be for WEU if Central and Eastern European
countries become full members. Refusals are
made on various pretexts, but they simply punish
us for a second time. It was enough punishment to
be subjected to Soviet domination against our
will, which meant that we are now not fully com-
patible with European institutions. But by expan-
ding Western Europe eastwards, WEU could not
only enhance the security of Central Europe tre-
mendously, but make Western Europe safer and
stronger. In that way, the core regions of Europe
would be better protected if the border region and
trouble spots were further away. We already act as
a shield for Western Europe against migration,
crime and infectious diseases, many of which we
thought had disappeared from Europe, and against
pollution. But we cannot hold out in that function
in a front-line position without secure supply lines
and without being regarded as one of you. I am
particularly afraid when people speak of the pos-
sibility of a new grand alliance between NATO
and Russia as an alternative to expansion. I cannot
accept the idea of creating an umbrella held by
two, under which Hungary and her neighbours
must find cover. Such an alliance can come only
after our accession to those institutions.
The European Union is sometimes compared to
the Roman empire or the Carolingian empire and
there is a desire to have a modern version of pax
romana. But those empires, or the community
of medieval Europe, was larger than the present
European Union or WEU. It comprised most of
today's Central Europe. By expanding eastward,
we can have pax democratica or pal( Europica,
but not by any policy of appeasement. In order to
achieve peace, we must remember another Latin
wisdom: "Hannibal, you know how to win but
you don't know how to utilise victory".
Please tell your governments how to utilise the
great victory which our principles and our values
won in 1989.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I call Mr. Godal, the observer from Norway.
Mr. GODAL (Observer from Norway). - Yes-
terday, the Norwegian people voted against mem-
bership of the European Union, thereby also pre-
venting full membership of WEU. I deeply regret
the outcome of that referendum, which means that
a majority of the Norwegian people were not pre-
pared to take their frrll share of responsibility and
participate in the historic task of building a ne%
closely co-operating Europe.Nonuay will, of course,
continue to be a full member of NATO and an
associate member of WEU. It is a most regrettable
fact that after the Norwegian no there will be no
full Nordic representation in WEU. In the coming
crucial period for that organisation of European
security, we can now only hope and encourage
Sweden and Finland to make their application to
WEU as soon as possible so that at least some
members of the Nordic family are full players in
security on the European scene during that period.
I congratulate Mr. Soell and Mr. Baumel on
their excellent reports. It is now highly desirable
that the European Union, as a matter of urgency,
develops its security side in such a way that all
European countries that so wish can satisfy their
basiCneed for security, by becoming members of
the European Union and WEU. That is of special
importance for the small nations of Central Eur-
ope, as the last speaker pointed out. They always
suffered most when things went wrong in Europe.
There can be no stability in our part of the world
until those countries are firmly integrated in a
strong security system. Membership of the Euro-
pean Union and WEU is the only realistic alterna-
tive. To skbilise Central Europe is of paramount
importance to all, East and West, and should
therefore not be opposed by anyone.
The practical aspects should be worked out now
so that proper decisions can be made in 1996 and
implemented as soon as possible. In that process,
the Baltic states should be dealt with on equal
terms and in parallel with others. The events in
former Yugoslavia show that it is high time for
Europe to organise itself in such a way that we act
efficiently and with determination in areas of
conflict. We Europeans must at least be able to
police our own part of the world. The United
Nations is obviously not up to standard and we
cannot forever rely on the Americans to do the
difficult jobs for us.
Allow me to add that the United Nations enga-
gement in former Yugoslavia now seems about to
end in miserable failure in the ruins of the so-
called safe area of Bihac. I shall not go into the
many obvious mistakes and lost opportunities that
have led to that regrettable situation, but let it be a
strong reminder to all Europeans that it is absolu-
tely necessary for us now to organise our security
in a manner which may help prevent conflict. We
must establish a strong and efficient apparatus to
handle conflicts, should they nevertheless occur. I
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assure you that we Norwegians will do whatever
we can in that respect from the sideline position
that we have now let ourselves in for.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I call Mr. Prokes, the observer from Slovakia.
Mr. PROKES (Observerfrom Slovakia). 
-Dis-
tinguished President and dear colleagues, it is a
great honour for me to have this opportunity to
make some observations at this meeting.
Although it has only been a short time since
Slovakia, one of the nine countries of Central and
Eastern Europe, became an associate partner of
WEU, real progress has been achieved in imple-
menting that enhanced status. The aim of the Slo-
vak Republic is to conffibute to the formation of a
more secure and prosperous Europe.
The Slovak Republic will contribute to Euro-
pean security at both regional and continental
level. At the regional level we shall strive to
enhance the good relations, friendship and co-
operation between all our neighbours. At the
continental level we wish to participate actively in
the process of creating a new European security
architecture. The core elernent of the future secu-
rity construction in Europe should lie in an appro-
priate model of interaction between WEU, NATO
and CSCE.
WEU and NATO are the two most imponant
elements of European security. We have defined
the basic direction of Slovakia's security orienta-
tion as our effort to become a member of both
organisations. The orientation towards Western
security structures is based on political consensus
among all our relevant political subjects and is
backed by wide public support.
We have declared that we assume the democra-
tic rules and principles for ever. The Slovak Repu-
blic is ready to be committed to the principles of
solidarity in Western Europe and the transatlantic
security area based on full membership of WEU.
We strongly believe that we are able to fulfil the
principles of the North Atlantic Treaty and the
modified Brussels Treaty, and to contribute to
security in Europe. We therefore welcome the
progress in further strengthening our status in
relation to WEU on both levels 
- 
intergovernmen-
tal and parliamentary.
We noted with satisfaction the offer to redouble
our parliamentary assistance at the plenary mee-
tings of the WEU Assembly. We consider our
observer status 
- 
which has been extended to
four of the most prestigious subsidiary organisa-
tions of the Assembly 
- 
an undoubted sign of an
approach towards our associate member status
being provided very soon. Thank you very much
for your attention.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. hokes, for
being commendably brief.
I call Mr. Parisi.
Mr. PARISI (Italy) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to start by saying politely that I
am annoyed, because although I was down to
speak fourth this morning, I find myself twelfth
on the list of speakers for this afternoon. I mention
this first because I cannot understand why, and
second because I would be grateful to have a few
extra minutes, as it is far from easy to deal with
such a complicated question in so short a time.
Having said this, I should like to express a num-
ber of doubts. Before doing so, I would like to say
how much I appreciate the excellent, soundly-
argued report produced by Mr. Soell whom we
shall be sorry to lose and who has made an autho-
ritative and effective contribution to WEU's
work. Looking back over his period of office I
would recall the relations he established with the
representatives of all member countries and in
particular his well-remembered visit to ltaly. I
should also like to thank Mr. Baumel for his
report.
In his report, Mr. Soell rightly observes that there
is much talk of a common European security and
defence policy. In fact, as is clear from a glance
at the defence white papers produced by France,
Germany and the United kingdom, European
defence is not a high priority for any ofthose three
countries 
- 
the biggest and most powerful states
in Western Europe. Quite rightly, Mr. Soell argues
that something is not working somewhere when,
according to the Maastricht Treaty, these three
countries, together with others, should very short-
ly be moving ahead with a common European
defence and security policy.
Mr. Soell observes that the frequently canvassed
solution is that the intergovernmental level should
be passed over by the creation of common institu-
tions capable of working out a common European
policy in that sector. But there are many obstacles
to this: differences in membership of the various
organisations involved, the difficulty of agreeing
on where the common strategy should be worked
out and that of co-ordinating the various agencies.
In this context, the enlargement of WEU to
include the Central and Eastern European coun-
tries is a special problem; the draft order there-
fore proposes enlargement by the formula of
associate partnership 
- 
as has been done for
NATO through the partnership for peace 
- 
which
would allow participation at least in some of
WEU's activities.
I lack the time to review the whole document,
but what appears to me to be the most interesting
feature of Mr. Soell's report is paragraph t of the
recommendation, which calls for the creation of a
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special working group in accordance with the
Council declaration annexed to the Maastricht
Treaty, tasked with studying institutional ques-
tions relating to the preparation of the 1996 inter-
governmental conference. In addition, paragraph
11 includes what I regard as an important request
that the Council make its views known in a more
convincing and visible manner in the United
Nations and arrange for WEU to speak with one
voice in the Security Council of that organisation.
To sum up, my impression is that, despite its
reactivation in 1984, WEU is still looking for an
identity and the Rapporteur is quite right in
demanding out loud that the Council should take
action to find that identity. I still have doubts,
however, about the outcome of such a search.
Clearly its r6le as defence arm of the European
Union is the easiest to target in the short term. The
problem arises from the fact that the European
Union itself does not know which way to go, divi-
ded as it is between Germany, apparently always
followed by France which sees in that country the
political. and instinrtional reflection of its own
economic supremacy, and the United Kingdom
together now with Italy, but with some difference
of emphasis, which are more concerned with
Atlantic solidarity than a priority axis with Berlin.
This state of affairs naturally affects in particular
the questions with which WEU is concerned.
In the short time available, I cannot say any-
thing about the more recent crisis in relations bet-
ween the United States and Europe and I feel that
in a debate which must be as brief as possible it is
not possible to dwell on the very acute causes of
disagreement which have surfaced in the last few
days.
I think, therefore, that the Rapporteur is well
advised when, if I understand him correctly, he
invites the Council of WEU to reclaim a central
r6le in action relating to the common European
defence and security policy, even though some
points are clearly contradicted by the facts as, for
example 
- 
I repeat 
- 
the statement in paragraph I I
of the recommendation to the effect that WEU
should speak with one voice in the Security Coun-
cil of the United Nations; but when have France
and the United Kingdom ever regarded their
membership of WEU as a major factor in their
decisions in the Security Council? And then just
try to imagine them sharing their strategy with
other WEU states which happened to become
non-perrnanent members of that Council!
In reality, what is most likely to happen is that
everything will dissolve into a series of inter-
governmental agencies with a very wide member-
ship like the CSCE at present, which suits quite a
number of countries that fear rather than desire an
ever more dominant r6le for Germany in Europe.
It would be worth asking the Rapporteur whe-
ther he does not think that it would be more prac-
tical to aim decisively at a series of agreements
within the CSCE partnership, rather than make
the objective WEU as the defence arm of the
European Union. A report in the context of a
debate which should be resumed with the United
Nations could certainly not be ignored.
I feel it might be interesting to tell non-Italians
here present that this morning a leading Italian
newspaper, the Corriere della Sera, published an
interview with Dominique Moisi, whose conclu-
ding remark, on the subject of the current difficul-
ties, was: "it is certainly a scandal that the aggres-
sors' gains should not be contested. But if this
should not happen the worst is to be feared". In
the same interview, Moisi says: "this crisis should
prompt Europeans to give serious thought to a
strong and independent European security policy".
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I call Mr. Borderas.
Mr. BORDERAS (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
I
would like to join other colleagues in congratula-
ting our colleagues and friends Mr. Soell and
Mr. Baumel on the report we are discussing. We all
agree that it is an absolutely essential and timely
report and that it deals with the principal preoccu-
pation of this Assembly, namely the need to have
an adequate coflrmon European defence policy.
I will limit myself to the philosophy behind the
two amendments which I have to say I have with-
drawn from this debate, which basically concer-
ned what the Rapporteur, and in particular Mr.
Baumel, was saying in paragraph 4 of the draft
recommendation proper concerning "the creation
of a multinational African peace-keeping force"
and the implications of such an inter-African
force, as this is something of which we are all
aware; namely the continuing drama of the Afri-
can continent, afflicted by fundamentalism, huge
public debt, tribal warfare, population explosion,
political comrption, a lamentable health situation,
especially with regard to AIDS throughout Cen-
tral Africa, and very slow economic and cultural
development etc.
In this respect we felt it appropriate to sfteng-
then the responsibility of the African organisa-
tions, and in particular the Organisation for Afri-
can Unity, always under a United Nations mandate,
because the commitment, support and strengthe-
ning of the r6le and prestige of the African insti-
tutions is the way to increase self-respect and the
conviction that these institutions ought to have
greater moral authority in their own continent.
The second point to which I referred in the with-
drawn amendments was the reference in para-
graph 5 of the draft recommendation proper to
European forces, in reality European armed
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forces, which are giving special assistance in
humanitarian interventions. The armed forces
have always had a protective r6le to play. This
very week we 
- 
this parliamentarian who is address-
ing you now, and also the President of this Assem-
bly, and other parliamentarians and officials of the
Assembly of Western European Union 
- 
have
witnessed the Tramontana mancuvres in Spain,
involving nothing but the problem of evacuating
civilians in a mock military manceuvre which took
place in pars of southern Spain. This serves to
demonstrate the relevance of this subject as
regards the action of the armed forces, but there
have been many other precedents, such as the Ber-
lin airlift or more recent action in favour of the
Kurds, or in Bosnia, Rwanda, Central America,
Somalia, etc.
I believe that the r6le of the armed forces is
basically to use arms to defend reason, democracy
and peace and to provide protection. The armed
forces protect us with their weapons and their
strength and for that reason they are respected and
feared, and this in turn enables them to ensure that
political non-governmental, medical and other aid
institutions are able to carry out their humanita-
rian and peace-keeping r6le.
I think the Rapporteur has understood this and
shares these concerns with this member of parlia-
ment, and I am grateful to IVIr. Baumel for the
interest he has shown in these ideas, and to you for
the forbearance you have shown in listening to me.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
Next is Mr. Necas, an observer from the Czech
Republic.
Mr. NECAS (Observer from the Czech Repu-
blic). 
-Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, allow
me to thank you for the opportunity to address
this distinguished Assembly. I greatly admire the
report by Mr. Baumel, which is remarkable for its
brilliant analysis.
We find it very useful that you are giving liaison
officers from associate partner countries a more
active r6le in the Planning Cell, in particular by
drafting a list of the forces of associate partners
available to WEU and by including units from
those countries in force packages for contingency
plans. That could be our first contribution to
WEU's main operational tasks.
The Czech Republic has been prepared to take
part in WEU operations 
- 
especially humanitarian
and peace-keeping tasks. As you know, we have
had our battalion in UNPROFOR 
- 
it numbers
almost 1100 men and wonren. We have also run a
field hospital in former Yugoslavia; a Czech gen-
eral has been one of the sector commanders in
Croatia; and we set up the ftaining centre for Uni-
ted Nations forces in the area. We are one of the
central European counffies already to have signed
the partnership programme within the framework
of partnership for peace.
Our response to the demands of the new secu-
rity situation in Europe is to establish a rapid reac-
tion force. The fourth army brigade, with logistic
support, consists of several battalions, combining
paraffoop and light infantry elements.
A major step forward on the road to the creation
of WEU operational capability was the instigation
of the combined joint task forces idea, planned for
out-of-area operations without resort to Article 5
of the Washington Treaty. The framework docu-
ment of PFP is not based on Article 5 either. I
think that we should try to find closer connections
between the CJTF idea and the PFP and WEU's
associate partnership countries.
I am convinced that stronger military co-opera-
tion would help associate partners to come closer
to full membership of WEU.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I call Mr. Hardy.
Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). 
- 
Both Rap-
porteurs deserve our commendation for presen-
ting matters of enormous importance to the
Assembly. Their comments are of historic signifi-
cance. Over the next decade, sittings of this
Assembly will have to serve principally as moni-
toring agencies of the process to which these
reports point. Our duty will be to provide a conti-
nuing assessment of developments and needs. At
the same time, attention must be devoted to inade-
quacies.
We should also look searchingly at growing
interest in the eastern countries. But we should
also accept that those countries which seek, as
many of us hope they will, to end separation and
division in Europe, look to WEU, whether we like
it or not, as providing a security guarantee for
themselves and for Europe as a whole. This
Assembly would be deluding itself if it felt that
such security guarantees have any real meaning.
I was unable to be here yesterday, Mr. President
- 
I think that you were in the same position 
- 
but
the reason that I finally decided to speak in this
debate, although arriving only this evening, is the
answer that I read to a question by one of my col-
leagues to the Secretary-General.
My colleague asked about the number of troops
in Bosnia. I was astonished 
- 
I do not know whe-
ther Lord Mackie was astonished as well 
- 
by the
Secretary-General's response: that he could not
tell him the numbers and that my colleague should
get them from the United Nations 
- 
and in any
case, what did numbers matter?
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Numbers have mattered an enormous amount in
Bosnia, and they may matter in other crises which
- 
God forbid 
- 
may occur in Europe. I think that
we were entitled to a proper response, considering
the questions that were asked yesterday about
European territory about horrors in Europe for
which Europe as a whole must bear responsibility.
There has been failure. There has been a failure
in the perception of crisis; a failure in the response
to crisis; and a failure in Europe to sustain and
stand by European judgments, which may well cost
us dear as the cruel and harsh months of winter des-
cend upon that unhappy area. However, that is a
matter to which the Assembly will have to return.
This report comes at the same time as the
Noordwijk declaration. It is an interesting and
very welcome declaration, but it stands in a logi-
cal progression from similar gatherings and pro-
nouncements over a decade or more, and some of
those statements of the past have been of little
more value than sounding brass or a tinkling cym-
bal, and have been seen merely as historical curio-
sities. If the declaration is not followed by a deter-
mined acceptance of European responsibility, it
will deserve the same dismissal.
It is odd that Europe has still not learned the les-
sons that we should have perceived at the time of
the Rome gathering. Members who were present
then will recall the claims that were made about
WEU having woken up. "Europe's sleeping giant
awakes" was the kind of headline that appeared in
several of our newspapers. The sleeping giant
may have awoken, but it then turned over and
went back to sleep.
The critical situation in Europe today does not
allow of somnolence. It is time that Europe deve-
loped its own capacities and its own determina-
tion to see that security is established on the conti-
nent 
- 
and not only established, but maintained.
That will require a rather more determined
approach from some member states and a more
vigorous and active approach from within this
organisation.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
That concludes the debate.
Do the Rapporteurs wish to comment briefly?
I call Mr. Soell.
Mr. SOELL (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, there were many approving voices in
yesterday's and today's debate, so I do not want to
prolong the debate much further now. But I would
like to take up a few of the statements, because I
think that they have advanced the discussion, if
only here in the Assembly.
When discussing the problems between Italy
and Slovenia, Mr. Bianchi rightly said that these
problems must be resolved in p constructive man-
ner as quickly as possible. Let me add 
- 
and here
I am also referring to the statements by other
Italian members -that in my view the problems
lay not only in Rome but to some extent also in
Llubljana; that is still the case today. In any case,
the misunderstandings are not all on one side.
Mr. Antretter has once again referred to Arti-
cle V of the Treaty, which is also referred to in
paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation, on
which there is an amendment. Its underlying idea
- 
which can also be found in the explanatory
memorandum 
- 
is as follows: we cannot allow the
scope of Article V to be weakened, particularly in
view of the at times very confused, indeed chaotic
situation in the Balkans. So this is especially true
with regard to new members who have problems
with neighbours and have obviously not yet
shown themselves willing to settle their problems
peacefully in all cases. That is the intention of
Article V. If that intention is understood, then I
think we have at least a basis here.
Lord Finsberg rightly criticised the Council of
Ministers for evidently finding it difficult to keep
us informed in a number of areas. He was particu-
larly critical 
- 
rightly again 
- 
of the fact that we
have still not been told how far, if at all, the Coun-
cil of Ministers is able to take account of the finan-
cial implications of enlargement for the Assembly.
Mr. Pahor stood up strongly for Slovenia again,
especially as regards the adoption of Mr. Puig's
amendment. I will be voting for that amendment;
I want to announce that now. But let me come
back to my introductory remark, that the Slove-
nian side should also take the kind of constructive
approach that is needed to resolve the problems.
Mr. Roseta took the view that the report did not
deal adequately with global problems, i.e., prob-
lems outside the rather narrow confines of
Europe. We have tried to respond to this complaint
and have also placed special emphasis on the need
for co-operation in the Meditemanean. The report
has been expanded to include these areas.
In this context, let me, however, point out that in
the summer of this year Mr. Puig submitted a very
careful report on problems outside Europe and on
the question of how the Council of Ministers pro-
poses to react to these problems. In its answer to
Recommendation 559, the Council of Ministers
said 
- 
to put it in simpler terms 
- 
that it was pre-
pared for every problem, every problem was dis-
cussed at the relevant meetings. Let me point out
that there are examples 
- 
which also appear in my
report, such as Rwanda 
- 
where this has obvious-
ly not been done on an adequate scale.
At any rate, what some of the observers, espe-
cially those from Cenffal and Eastern Europe,
have said 
- 
and here I am quoting the Ukrainian
observer 
- 
namely that where possible there
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should be no new divisions in the European secu-
rity area, is a desire shared by the Assembly, even
though we know that it will take a number of
years before we have a security architecture in
Europe that can to some extent also formally gua-
rantee equal security for everybody. But what is
quite clear, at least in this Assembly 
- 
and it is
reflected in the reports by its members including,
in my view, the report by Mr. Baumel and the one
I submitted 
- 
is that any serious security problems
in Central and Eastern Europe are also bound
to have very serious implications for Western
Europe, and to create a very serious threat to the
security of Western Europe. The Assembly is
aware of this.
Let me now discuss what the Slovenian Presi-
dent Mr. Kucan said about the problems in former
Yugoslavia, which we will be addressing again
during the urgent debate tomorrow. If we were to
follow the model of the policy pursued by a cer-
tain group in Belgrade, and also in Pale in recent
years, of combining demands for ethnic homoge-
neity with what might be termed the old historical
claims to certain territories, if that were to become
a kind of model for future European policy, it
would be like opening Pandora's box. We must do
our utmost to prevent that. For then new genera-
tions in every counffy 
- 
not excepting my own 
-
who had no historical sense of guilt would sud-
denly feel the urge to assert these claims.
In conclusion, let me thank all those members
who have wished me well in my future career. I
am not one of those who consider themselves irre-
placeable, not in this Assembly either. But it did
me good to receive a round of compliments here
that made it clear to me at any rate that in many
areas, right across the political spectrum represen-
ted here, we have managed to reach a common
perception of the problems facing us, and com-
mon conclusions. That will be one of the most
valuable experiences of these ten years that I will
carry with me in my future career.
Thank you very much for your attention and
your patience.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Soell, for
those encouraging remarks.
Does the Chairman of the Political Committee
wish to say something?
Mr. de PUIG (Spairc) (Translation). 
- 
I would
like to comment on the unfortunate incident invol-
ving the Dutch Minister, who is Chairman-in-
Office of the Council.
Today, when we are presenting two exceptionally
important reports, which demonstrate how, with
application and thoroughness, this Assembly is
capable of presenting the Council of Ministers
and the international community with meticulous
and responsible ideas, analyses and projects, we
have been obliged to witness the deplorable beha-
viour of a minister neither answering the ques-
tions put to him, nor being prepared to answer any
further questions. I imagine that what we expe-
rienced this morning will give rise to more serious
protests than the one I am making now, but I wish
to draw attention to it, because the contrast bet-
ween today's events involving the representative
of the Council of Ministers and what we are now
undertaking in this Assembly 
- 
adopting reports
of the utmost importance 
- 
seems to me to be
enonnous.
The two reports which we are presenting here
this afternoon, Mr. President, represent a qualita-
tive leap forward of the first order. This is the
design for a method of setting up a European
defence system. It is still a design, not a complete
project, but this is the time for clear ideas about
the direction we need to take. The two Rappor-
teurs are exceptionally competent. Let me say that
all of us here in this Assembly, myself included,
are eminent parliamentarians and there can be no
doubt that if we had had to choose the two most
capable representatives, we could not have done
better than we did in choosing Mr. Baumel and
Mr. Soell.
The combination of subject matter, the excep-
tional political situation in Europe at present, and
the competence of the Rapporteurs have come
together in these two reports to define the present
framework with great precision, setting out the
challenges of the future and the urgent and neces-
sary action required to transform the present situa-
tion in the area of defence. This is an extraordi-
nary contribution to the process upon which we
have embarked to define a common defence poli-
cy and out of that common defence to create a
new geostrategic order in Europe and with the rest
of the world; I believe the contribution of the
Assembly is important to the Political Committee.
There was great unanimity with regard to Mr.
Soell's and the Defence Committee's report in
supporting Mr. Baumel's proposals.
We do not have much time, Mr. President, but I
would simply like to put down four ideas which I
believe are important and which are contained in
the two reports.
First there is the institutional question. It is
clear, as the Rapponeurs indicate, that the r6le of
WEU must obviously be as a link, as the defence
arm of the European Union, and at the same time
as the European pillar of NATO. Neither one
without the other. WEU must, in any case, be that
pillar and that European union in the area of
defence.
There appears to me to be no option, and here
the Rapporteurs show us the way. When the sub-
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ject of enlarging WEU is raised, which is another
important institutional theme, we are told that in
no circumstances can this enlargement mean a
weakening of WEU, but rather a reinforcement
and, what is more, we are given an indication of
the significance which a future WEU could have
even when full integration has been achieved in
the context of the European Union in defence
matters. This is something on which we will have
to reflect in the future, but these ideas are there in
these reports.
Another point for consideration is what Mr.
Baumel said this morning when he was talking
about responsibilities beyond Europe. This does
not mean that WEU is thinking in terms of exces-
sive ambition, of a desire to expand, of imperia-
lism. Not at all. It is simply that if we are truly
aware of the geosfategic position today, we must
know that peace is a global issue. We are aware of
the interdependence which exists in all areas of
society and also, of course, in matters relating to
peace and peaceful coexistence between nations;
and we are aware of interdependence in more
directly geosffategic matters. When we speak of
the future of WEU, therefore, we must think of it
in a world context, even though its actual base is
in Europe. We need to think about what WEU can
achieve beyond its territory that is to say beyond
its European limits.
Finally, another element which seems important
to me is the idea of conferring real operational
capability on the European defence policy. I had
the opportunity of referring to this at the Paris col-
loquy. If we are not capable of defining an institu-
tional framework and political direction at one
and the same time, if we are not capable of mee-
ting the technological challenge of creating a
European defence strategy, if we are not capable
of understanding that however many speeches we
make, however many institutions we create,
however many political directions we declare, if
we are not capable of having armed forces able to
carry out the operations in our speeches and our
definitions, then there is little point in talking
about WEU and a European defence policy.
This is a very important challenge, because it is
a matter of knowing whether we want to continue
to be dependent on technology, which also means
politics, or whether Europe wants to play more
than a marginal r6le on the world scene, not inde-
pendently of others, but with its own capability
denoting a position in the world. The technologi-
cal challenges are very great. Most conventional
weapons are obsolete. We need to make changes
in the armed forces in our own countries and in
general. We must make progress in communica-
tions, in the complex matter of electronics. We
have made some progress in WEU. We have the
Tonej6n centre, but we have to go much further,
and in addition to decisions on institutions and
definitions, we have to make decisions of an ope-
rational nature. In this respect I attach great
importance to what Mr. Baumel said this morning
and to the substance of the reports.
Mr. President, I would like to conclude by recal-
ling, as other colleagues have done before me,
that Mr. Soell is leaving us and that this is his last
report. As Chairman of the committee I will say
what any of my colleagues would say: we are
proud to have been able to work alongside Mr.
Soell in the committee. We are proud to have had
him as President of the Assembly. We are grateful
for all we have learned from him, from his politi-
cal skill and his intellectual ability, and we have
very much appreciated his personal attitude as a
man with whom one can discuss and co-operate 
-
in short, a friend.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. I am in a dilem-
ma. I have had more than one complaint from dif-
ferent sources about the length of speeches and
questions. The Chair is placed in a difficult posi-
tion when trying to maintain a balance without
being draconian or too indulgent. The problem is
not simply that people get upset while they are
waiting, but the business is put well out of kilter.
I am advised that we must finish at 6.30 p.m.
tonight and we must reach the report of Mr. L6pez
Henares as he will not be here tomorrow. That is
why I request your co-operation in trying to finish
this business as soon as possible.
I believe that Mr. Baumel wishes to speak as
Chairman of the Defence Committee.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, I shall be glad to meet your request and
be as brief as possible but you will agree that it is
only normal for me to thank the speakers in this
debate. They have made very useful contributions
which fill out certain passages in my report. I was
pleased to note that all tended in the same
direction i.e., of course, greater responsibility for
WEU, in other words the defence of Europe. I
shall not go back over what they all said, from
Vice-President Martinez to Mr. Hardy. I also
thank the observers from the Central and Eastern
European countries who rightly spoke in the
debate. To hear the voices of representatives of
countries that have broken out of their once totali-
tarian systems and are now concerned as they
should be to ensure their stability and security in
the framework of a greater Europe is a great
event.
This debate is not meant solely for the members
of our Assembly. It covers a number of positive
and original proposals addressed to the WEU
authorities: on the one hand the Council of Minis-
ters, which will, I hope, try to bear them in mind,
and on the other, to the Secretary-General, who is
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with us today and whose task it will be to put into
practice the suggestions we have made. We are
well aware that, with the dfficulties there are, he
will not be able to act immediately on the many
and varied ideas we have inffoduced in this
debate. The report, my speech and all the
speeches you have made, contain a very rich store
of ideas of which we must try to make the best
possible use in WEU's interest.
Tomorrow we shall have a debate of major poli-
tical importance, and we were right to take this
decision. I shall then make a very clear statement
at another level.
May I add three constructive ideas to the in-
depth debate we have had on defence problems.
We cannot close our eyes to nuclear proliferation.
ln Europe in addition to the British and French
nuclear capabilities, there are two terrifying arse-
nals which continue to be massive threats to our
security. The Russian arsenal is obviously one, but
so, and we should not forget this, is the Ukrainian
arsenal, which though being dismantled still exists
in disquieting conditions. I congratulate the Ukai-
nian Government on having signed the non-prolife-
ration treaty. So what we noed, Secretary-General,
is to set up a body in the form of a committee
under the authority of WEU, to study and monitor
the problems of avoiding nuclear proliferation in
Europe, which we cannot afford to ignore.
The second is that we must, as soon as possible,
try to acquire a central intelligence unit for the
information we so desperately lack. As WEU is at
present organised, there is no real system for
making use of information. In addition to the
space information provided by the Torrej6n sta-
tion, WEU needs a real centre for the co-ordina-
tion and use of intelligence.
We cannot ignore one of the new variants of
future strategy 
- 
a very relevant report has been
submitted on the subject 
- 
which is no longer the
need to counter an attack by hundreds of nuclear
missiles, but to deal with the blackmail which our
towns and countries might be subject to from
certain countries in the southern Mediterranean in
possession of rudimentary and highly dangerous
missiles; such blackmail might have a very
serious impact on our populations. In other words,
we must start work on designing, producing and
developing an anti-missile policy. This will be
one of the major factors of security from the year
2000 onwards.
May [, as Chairman and Rapporteur of the
Defence Committee, and above all one of the most
senior members of our Assembly, convey to my
friend, Professor Soell, my best wishes for a happy
and successful return to private life. With the wis-
dom of Cincinnatus, he is giving up politics to
return to the study of history at the university. He
is a great scholar and sets us a good example.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The Political Committee
has tabled in Document 1439 a draft recommen-
dation to which nine amendments have been
tabled.
The amendments will be taken in the order in
which they relate to the text, that is, 9,3,4,1,5,6,
7,2,8.
Amendment 9, which has been tabled by
Mr. De Decker, reads:
9. Leave out paragraph (n) of the preamble to
the draft recommendation.
I call Mr. De Decker to move the amendment.
Mr. De DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). 
-
Paragraph (xv) of the preamble to the draft recom-
mendation in the excellent report by Mr. Soell
reads: "Fearing also that the refusal of the WEU
Council to admit all the European NATO member
countries to full membership of WEU may com-
plicate the implementation of WEU's r6le as the
European pillar of NATO;".
It is sometimes appropriate to criticise the
Council, but I do not make it my rule, and some-
times we criticise it wrongly. This sentence is nei-
ther right nor useful, because in fact it is untrue.
From the institutional point of view, since the
Maastricht Treaty it has been clear that to be a
member of WEU, a country must logically be a
member of the European Union, for the reason
that WEU is going to be its military arm. Again
following the logic of Maastricht and, in parallel,
of the Atlantic Alliance, of which WEU is to be
the European pillar, it would be better- and in my
view necessary 
- 
for the WEU member countries
to be members of the Atlantic Alliance as well. It
is wrong to suggest that refusing to allow into
WEU Atlantic Alliance membercountries that are
not members of the European Union is an obsta-
cle. I therefore ask the Assembly to drop this para-
graph, which adds nothing and leads us into error.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Does anyone wish to
oppose the amendment? ...
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
This
goes to the heart of the Assembly's decisions over
many years. The Assembly was in the forefront of
saying that it believed that both Greece and Tur-
key, for example, should be admitted to WEU.
Although the Council of Ministers was blackmai-
led into refusing to allow Turkey to join, we have
never gone back on what we said.
Given yesterday's decision in Norway and
having listened to our Norwegian observer, are we
really going to say that those loyal members of
NATO, who either do not wish to become or are
not allowed to become members of the European
Union may not become full members of WEU? If
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ministers want to pursue that crazy policy, let
them. We are simply accepting their policy plus a
bit more because we are the defence component
of the European Union but also the European
pillar of NATO. If we are to believe in both of
those 
- 
we do, because they are part of our
set-up 
- 
we should not accept the amendment.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Lord Finsberg.
It is normal to have only one speech against, but
it appears that Mr. Pastusiak wants to say some-
thing about the amendment.
Mr. PASTUSIAK (Observerfrom Poland). 
- 
As
the amendment also directly affects the future
membership of Eastern European countries to
WEU, I want to express the views of our region. I
am sure that I am expressing the views of all my
colleagues from Central Europe and the associate
partner countries. We believe that the amendment
will slow down prospects for future membership
and probably be viewed by associate partners as
raising the threshold of membership of integrated
institutions. If the Assembly accepts the amend-
ment, it will send the wrong signal to Cenftal Euro-
pean counffies and affect their hopes of becoming
members of the integrated institr,rtions. In a way, it
would also create an interblocking mechanism.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I am advised that, conftary
to advice that I received on the matter, only one res-
ponse should be allowed. But in view of the fact
*ratMr. Pastusiak felt srongly that he needed to put
the Eastern European view, I allowed him to do so.
Does the Rapporteur wish to comment on the
amendment?
I[r. SOELL (Germany) (Translation). 
-Because
this amendment was so to speak the last one, the
Political Committee did not have a chance to
consider it in political terms. Following the argu-
ments put forward by Lord Finsberg and other
arguments which were raised and which may
in effect be based on some misunderstanding, I
believe that the Assembly should adhere to its
position and that we should retain the version
chosen by the Political Committee.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Chairman of the
Political Committee.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
The Poli-
tical Committee has not had the opportunity to
study this amendment so it best be put to the vote.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I will now put Amend-
ment 9 to the vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 9 is negatived.
Amendment 3, which has been tabled by Mr.
Blaauw on behalf of the Liberal Group, reads:
3.In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out from "cou4tries" to the end of
the paragraph and insert "taking into account the
progress made on the way to EU membership".
I call Mr. Blaauw, whom we are pleased to see
back in our midst, to move the amendment.
Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). 
- 
On behalf of
the Liberal Group, I move Amendment 3, which
has been distributed on time and discussed in the
Political Committee.
The original text of Mr. Soell's draft recommen-
dation is not in line with the ideas expressed in the
Maastricht Treaty, which says that countries beco-
ming members of the European Union should
then become members of WEU. Nevertheless, I
do not wish to couple those too closely. A country
that is already in the process of becoming a WEU
member could already be in the process of beco-
ming a member of the European Union. It is not a
case of reducing the original text, but that is the
meaning of this amendment.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
Does anyone want to oppose the amendment?...
Mr. Soell wishes to take the floor.
Mr. SOELL (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, I do not want to hold up the debate. But
the Political Committee has rejected this amend-
ment, using the same argurrent that the Polish
observer used this morning in a different connec-
tion. There are different speeds with regard to the
general accession to the European Union and the
security requirements. At best we may attain the
same speed. But there can simply be different
speeds. The original version drafted by the Politi-
cal Committee takes that into account. That is
why I would ask you to reject this amendment.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Soell.
You have opposed the amendment on behalf of
the committee.
I now put Amendment 3 to the vote by show of
hands.
(Avote was then taken by slnw of hands)
Amendment 3 is negatived.
Amendment 4, which has been tabled by Mr.
Blaauw on behalf of the Liberal Group, reads:
4. Leave out paragraph 5 of the draft recommen-
dation proper.
I call Mr. Blaauw to move the amendment.
Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). 
- 
Paragraph 5 of
the draft recommendation refers to Article V of
the modified Brussels Treaty. To the Liberal
Group, Anicle V of that treaty is sacrosanct, so
we do not need to discuss it or put it in a recom-
mendation. It is in the modified Brussels Treaty
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proper, so it should be left out here. It is above dis-
cussion and by putting it in the recommendation,
we risk opening a discussion on Anicle V of the
modified Brussels Treaty. I read in the explana-
tory memorandum to Mr. Soell's report the reason
behind its inclusion, but unfortunately we are
adopting not the explanatory memorandum but
the recommendation.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Does anyone want to
oppose the amendment?...
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
Mr.
Blaauw has made the case against the amend-
ment, not for it. We are debating a document cal-
led "A European security policy". Article V of the
ffeaty is clear: we had better read it so that people
can understand what they are being asked to
delete. "If any of the high contracting parties
should be the object of an armed attack in Europe,
the other high contracting parties will, in accor-
dance with the provisions of Article 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations, afford the parties
so attacked all military and other aid and assis-
tance in their power."
I suggest that it would b crazy to remove that
from the report, which merely states the security
position in Europe.
Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). 
- 
I must protest
at that. Lord Finsberg is twisting my words. I
said that Article V is sacrosanct to the Liberal
Group.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
That is a matter for debate.
Lord Finsberg is as entitled to his view as you are.
Although I welcomed you back, Mr. Blaauw, you
seem to have come back in a stormy mood.
I call Mr. Soell.
Mr. SOELL (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, this committed move that we have just
witnessed makes it clear once again 
- 
as I sugges-
ted in my summary 
- 
that precisely because we
would like a great many new members to join, in
no circumstances do we want the competence and
substance of Article Y which forms the very heart
of the treaty, to be weakened in any respect. What
it actually refers to is known to every member. We
know that with regard to the accession of a coun-
try, the Council of Ministers has already excluded
very specific cases, for whatever reasons, howe-
ver understandable they may be. At any rate we
should emphasise the significance of Article V,
which has an external significance, just as inter-
nally it makes WEU into a system of collective
security. That is why I am in favour of keeping to
the Political Committee's version.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now put Amendment 4
to the vote by show ofhands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 4 is negatived.
Amendment 1, which has been tabled by Mr.
de Puig and others, reads:
1. In the draft recommendation proper, leave out
paragraph 6 and insert:
"Make ilrangements without further delay for
granting Slovenia associate partner status;"
I call Mr. de Puig to move the amendment.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Ben-
venuti, who also signed this amendment, wishes
to speak to it, Mr. President.
Mr. BENVENUTI (Italy) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen. This morning,
we heard President Kucan's address, we listened
to the debate and in particular the speech by Mr.
Fassino who had given prior notice of this amend-
ment and, on the same subject, we have now
heard the wise words of Mr. Soell. With this
amendment we are not seeking so much to pro-
nounce one way or the other on the issue of sub-
stance 
- 
I am referring to the dispute between
Italy and Slovenia 
- 
which is at present blocking
the accession of Slovenia to the European Union
and WEU. We are, in fact, seeking rather to assert
a principle which should apply in this as in other
cases, namely that no bilateral issue can block
either the development of multilateral relation-
ships in general or the process of European inte-
gration in particular. On the contrary, as President
Martinez quite rightly said in his letter to the
Ministers of the European Union countries, it is
our view that especially at this level of multilate-
ral relationships and European integration the par-
ties in dispute can and must reach a solution.
The only point of substance which should mat-
ter to us is whether Slovenia satisfies the parame-
ters; and it seems to me that this morning's debate
plainly showed this to be the case. Slovenia is a
member of the United Nations, of the Council of
Europe and of NATO. Naturally, like Mr. Soell, I
hope that both sides will act wisely; but this is
what we are trying to lay down as a principle in
this amendment.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
Does anyone want to oppose the amendment?...
I call Mr. Mitolo.
Mr. MITOLO (Italy) (Translation). 
- 
I shall
vote against the amendment tabled because my
political party, which supports the present Italian
Government, believes that the dispute with Slove-
nia should be settled as a matter of priority. I
believe that I am keeping faith with my political
views in taking that stance.
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The opinion that bilateral relationships should
not exclude any development of multilateral rela-
tionships is worthy of respect but also one which
could very well be met by argument to the contrary.
It is difficult for a family to take in someone with
whom a member of the same family is in conti-
nuing dispute. It would appear to me wiser that
the outsider should join the family when he has
settled all his problems with all members of that
family.
It is not true that Slovenia can today be conside-
red to be conforming with the principles of the
United Nations Charter, particularly as regards its
internal legislation seeing, in fact, that the Prime
Minister of Slovenia said a short time ago that an
amendment had been proposed to the constitution
which is still not to the standard of European
constitutions as regards principles of ownership
and the restoration of property to private indivi-
duals.
We Italians know how we had to pay in 1945,
1946 and 1947 when we were forced to hand over
our land and a kind of ethnic cleansing began; let us
not forget this! I consider, therefore, that there is
no choice but to vote against this amendment
which, not by accident 
- 
as I would sfress while
respecting my colleagues to the full 
- 
has been
tabled by a group of Italian members of parliament
in opposition to the present Italian Govemment.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Soell.
Mr. SOELL (Germany) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, the Political Committee has adopted this
amendment. I see no reason why we should not
adopt it. I am in favour ofconcluding the debate
as soon as possible.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I cannot allow the other
member who wishes to oppose the amendment to
speak. That is at my discretion, and we are run-
ning desperately short of time. I am sorry.
I now put Amendment 1 to the vote by show of
hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment I is agreed to.
Amendment 5, which has been tabled by Mr.
Blaauw on behalf of the Liberal Group reads:
5. In paragraph 7, after "European security"
insert "in connection with the Noordwijk prelimi-
nary conclusions on the formulation of a common
European defence policy".
I call Mr. Blaauw to move the amendment.
Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). 
- 
I move this
amendment to dispel the weird impression that the
report was written before the Noordwijk meeting
was held. It is a good idea to keep it in line with
the preliminary conclusions of that meeting.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you once again.
I call Mr. de Puig.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
This
amendment was adopted unanimously by the
committee.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now put Amendment 5 to
the vote by show of hands.
(Avote was then taken by slnw of hands)
Amendment 5 is agreed to.
Amendment 6, which has been tabled by Mr.
Blaauw on behalf of the Liberal Group, reads:
6. In paragraph 9 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out "the success of the conference
on the" and insert "a meaningful".
I call Mr. Blaauw to move the amendment.
Mr. BLAALIW (Netherlands). 
- 
The Liberal
Group wanted to reinforce the wording of para-
graph 9, and for that reason changed the wording,
as set out in the amendment. This gives us much
more the effect at which we were aiming.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Hardy.
IvIr. HARDY (United Kingdom). 
- 
The amend-
ment would insert the word "meaningful" before
"success". If success did not have meaning, it
would not be successful. Therefore, the word is
superfluous and the amendment should never
have been tabled.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Blaauw.
IvIr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). 
- 
I am very
sorry, but the amendment would leave out the
word "success", so that the paragraph would then
read: "contribute actively to a meaningful stabi
lity pact in Europe".
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
There you have it.
Does anyone wish to oppose the amendment? ...
Does the Chairman wish to speak?
Mr. de Pt IG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
After dis-
cussion the committee adopted this amendment
unanimously.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now put Amendment 6
to the vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by sltow of hands)
Amendment 6 is agreed to.
Amendment 7, which has been tabled by Mr.
Blaauw on behalf of the Liberal Group, reads:
7. In paragraph 11 of the draft recommendation
proper leave out from "aJTange" to the end of the
paragraph and insen "for WEU members to act in
a more co-ordinated fashion in the Security Coun-
cil of that organisation;"
I call Mr. Blaauw to move the amendment.
130
OFFICI.AL REPORT OF DEBAIES NINTH SITTING
Mr. BLAALIW (Netherlands). 
- 
We understood
that there was some misdrafting in paragraph 11,
and the amendment reflects what was meant by
the Rapporteur.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Does anyone wish to
oppose the amendment?...
Does the Chairman wish to speak?
Mr. de PIJI:G (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
The com-
mittee adopted this amendment unanimously.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now put Amendment 7
to the vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 7 is agreed to.
As Amendment 7 has been agreed to, Amend-
ment 2 falls. We therefore now proceed direct to
Amendment 8.
Amendment 8, which has been tabled by Mr.
Blaauw on behalf of the Liberal Group, reads:
8. Leave out paragraph 13 of the draft recom-
mendation proper.
I call Mr. Blaauw to move the amendment.
Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). 
- 
I withdraw the
amendment, after discussion in the Political Com-
mittee.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We shall now vote on the
draft recommendation contained in Document
1439, as amended.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote
by roll-call on a draft recornmendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The amended draft recommendation is adopted'.
We shall now vote on the draft order contained
in Document 1439.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft order.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft order is adopted2.
I call Lord Finsberg.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
I should
like to give an explanation of vote, since this is the
only chance I shall have. I say to Mr. Blaauw that
I in no way intended to impugn his honour. I
accepted the honourableness of all he said, but I
felt that what he said resulted in something diffe-
rent. I do not think that he realised that, but in no
way did I mean to imply anything to his discredit.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. We are all
friends again now 
- 
that is excellent.
The Defence Committee has tabled in Docu-
ment 1445 a draft recommendation to which four
amendments have been tabled.
Amendments I and Zhave been withdrawn, so
we shall start with Amendment 3.
Amendment 3, which has been tabled by Mrs.
Gaiotti de Biase, reads:
3. In the preamble to the draft recommendation,
leave out paragraph (x) and insert:
"Noting that European armed forces are increa-
singly called upon to perform humanitarian and
peace-keeping tasks and that defence budgets of
European countries must consequently provide
for a sufficient level of armed forces to carry out
these tasks;"
I call Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase to move the
amendment.
Mrs. GAIOTTI de BIASE (haly) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, the first part of the amendment
recognises the r6le of the armed forces in provi-
ding humanitarian aid and action to maintain
peace, while the second part looks at the concept
of credibility. This concept, therefore, has to be
applied to the duties which we today recognise as
appropriate for the armed forces. In other words
the amendment has not the slightest effect on the
budgets of individual states.
I think, therefore, that the amendment can be
approved as it recognises the important function
of the armed forces in terms of the duties which
today we all recognise as essentially the mainte-
nance of peace in the world.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Does anyone wish to speak
against the amendment?...
Does Mr. Baumel or the Rapporteur have a view?
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, the committee studied this amendment
this morning and approved it, subject to a minor
change which affects only the French version and
has been approved by the proposer, Mrs. Gaiotti
de Biase. The committee approved it unanimously.
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The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I see that the mover
acquiesces in what Mr. Baumel says. Thank you.
I now put Amendment 3 to the vote by show of
hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 3 is agreed to.
Amendment 4, which has been tabled by Mr.
L6pez Henares, reads:
4. In paragraph 6 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out "Give further thought to com-
mon security and defence policy, leading subse-
quently to the drafting of a white paper" and insert
"Give further thought as soon as possible to a
common security and defence policy, so that a
white paper may be drafted forthwith".
I call Mr. L6pez Henares to move the amend-
ment.
Vtr. I5pBZHENARES ( Spain) (Translation). 
-I shall speak very briefly. I have tabled this
amendment solely with a view to speeding up the
adoption of a recommendation proposed by Mr.
Baumel for the drafting of the white paper on
European defence. The Council of Ministers
recently announced that it would call a summit
meeting on European defence. But first, thorough
study and consideration are required. The white
paper on the possibilities of, and dangers inherent
in, a European defence, needs to be written as
soon as possible.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Baumel.
IvIr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
-I whole-
heartedly approve this very wise and useful
amendment, which the committee approved una-
nimously this morning.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now put Amendment 4
to the vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 4 is agreed to.
We shall now vote on the draft recommendation
contained in Document 1445, as amended.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote
by roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(Avote was then taken by show of hands)
The amended draft recommendation is adopted t.
5. The future of the WEU $atellite Centre
in Tonejdn
(Presentation of and debale ut the report of
the Technolagical and Aerospace Committee and
vote on the drafi recommendolion, Doc. 14j7)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We have at last reached the
next order of the day, which is, despite the late-
ness of the hour, the presentation by Mr. L6pez
Henares of the report submitted on behalf of the
Technological and Aerospace Committee on the
future of the WEU Satellite Centre in Torrej6n,
Document 1437.
I call Mr. L6pez Henares to present his report.
Mr. I-,pBZHENARES ( Spain) (Translation). 
-
I shall be very brief in view of the short time avai-
lable, but the report needs a brief introduction
since it concerns a very important matter.
(The speaker continued in Spanish)
One of the contributions made by Mr. Baumel's
splendid report and recommendation is to insist
on the need for our organisation to become opera-
tional. This is something we have been saying for
some time. What would it mean to be operational?
It would mean having the capability to act imme-
diately and effectively and to do this, Mr. Presi-
dent, ladies and gentlemen, it is absolutely essen-
tial that we have proper intelligence. These days,
information via satellite, using existing proce-
dures, is particularly effective and indispensable.
Constant innovation in the field of technology
means that it is possible to have high-definition
images providing real-time information over mil-
lions of square kilomefres in a few minutes.
Nothing in the 1967 Space Treaty prohibits kee-
ping satellites on monitoring missions and conse-
quently this type of observation is completely
legal. To this end, and on the basis of this assump-
tion, Mr. President, in 1991 the Council of Minis-
ters decided, at the Assembly's request, to estab-
lish the Satellite Centre; it was subsequently
decided to locate it at Torrej6n, an air base some
20 km outside Madrid. In view of the fact that the
Centre was established on a provisional basis and
that until 1996 it will continue to be experimental,
the WEU Council has to take a decision concer-
ning the permanence of the Centre. Conscious of
this and at the suggestion of some of its leading
members, the Technological and Aerospace Com-
mittee, which I have the honour of chairing, deci-
ded during an observation visit to Washington, to
draw up as quickly as possible a report informing
the Council of the Assembly's view, which would
enable it to take a decision on this matter on l4th
November, or later at a future meeting early in
1995. This was why we set to work immediately,
gathering documentation and making a special
extended visit to the Centre, where we met the1. Seepage29.
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director, Mr. Barry Blaydes, and the different
heads of department and spent time learning about
its achievements to date.
On the basis of these reports we reached the
conclusion that the Centre which, having been
inaugurated as recently as 1993, is still in its
infancy, has done some valuable work. All new
installations are complicated. The Centre has
benefited from the contributions of various
experts from different countries in order to main-
tain quotas and it is managed by a steering com-
mittee consisting of representatives from the nine
member countries.
According to the Noordwijk declaration, on the
recommendation of the Space Group, the Council
of Ministers will take a decision at its meeting
in April next concerning the permanence of the
Cenffe or possibly its ffansformation and, of course,
the appropriate steps to assure its improved opera-
tion. Mr. President, after this analysis we have
concluded that the Centre is absolutely necessary,
as we will have the opportunity of seeing tomor-
row from the splendid report produced by Mr.
Valleix, who is also a member of our committee,
on the need for a complete satellite system. This
Centre is the foundation stone, the first step
towards our own intelligence system, if we are
sufficiently courageous to take the decision to
proceed with this. Without it, I repeat, this organi-
sation will always be reliant upon intelligence
provided by others.
Mr. President, the most interesting information
for the Assembly's purposes as far as the Centre is
concerned is that its two basic missions are the
interpretation of images provided by the SPOT
and LANDSAI satellites and shortly by the
Helios I satellite; these images are received not
only via optical impulses but also by ultra-violet
and infra-red rays and by radar, which enables
images to be received even in adverse atmosphe-
ric conditions.
As you are aware, early next year the Helios
prograrnme will put Helios I into orbit and, with
technology developed in Europe in this joint lta-
lian, Spanish and French project, this will result in
an increase in the number of images received. The
users of the Centre will be WEU itself and any
member states who wish to use it; to date, six of
the nine member states have requested informa-
tion not only of a military nature, but also concer-
ning civilian matters associated with monitoring
the earth.
On numerous occasions, and especially recently,
we have insisted on the need for a European iden-
tity; indeed, several speakers have repeated this
today. This is not simply for its own sake, but out
of absolute necessity if we want to be able to carry
out joint actions which will lend strength and
coherence to our action as the appropriate organi-
sation. The Torrej6n Satellite Centre is one
example, indeed the only one of its kind, of such
multinational co-operation for an essential opera-
tion in the area of defence.
Mr. President, we know, or so it would seem,
that this matter of integration in European defence
will be difficult. However, it is absolutely neces-
sary. Consequently, as I have already said, and I
repeat, it is necessary to break out ofthis situation,
to see whether the white paper enables us to
remove the blockage and realise that between the
two radical alternatives for implementing a Euro-
pean defence policy, namely on the one hand firrnly
maintaining national positions with full respect for
those positions or, on the other hand, a very advan-
ced, integrated programme, there may perhaps be
a middle way. This is what I am advocating. It
would involve joint action, and part of this, of
course, would be that WEU would have a satellite
centre, just as one day it should have an army
corps, with specific plans and an appropriate staff,
all of which have been mentioned here today.
Mr. President, I will conclude by saying that for
all these reasons, whether technical, such as I
have just briefly explained, or political, with
regard to our organisation's contribution, the Tor-
rej6n Centre with the necessary improvements, to
which Mr. Baumel with characteristic critical
insight alluded this morning 
- 
critical proposals
which we must welcome 
- 
with such improve-
ments a centre such as the one at Torrej6n, which
has just made a start, with the appropriate facili-
ties, is essential for WEU. We must therefore give
it our support; indeed that is the aim of the recom-
mendation to the Council to grant the Centre
permanent status in the near future, Secretary-
General, because naturally its present temporary
status promotes anxiety among its employees and,
understandably, alackoffaith in the future.
In conclusion, Mr. President, happily there have
been no amendments and I deduce that this indi-
cates complete agreement with the text of the
report; I therefore request the Assembly to give
this report its unanimous approval.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. L6pez
Henares.
The debate is open.
I call Mrs. Guirado.
Mrs. GUIRADO (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, at a rather late stage of the afternoon,
perhaps because we have been listening to some
inspiring debates, it would be appropriate to recall
that the purpose of the report presented by Mr.
L6pez Henares is to analyse the work of some-
thing which we in Europe have put into operation
in a very short time, and to analyse something
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which has existed for such a short time might
seem rather a difficult task.
Let us refresh our memories a little; the decision
of the WEU Council of Ministers to establish a
satellite monitoring cenfte was taken in June
1991. So from June 1991, here we are in Novem-
ber 1994 actually monitoring what has been
achieved. This is not long at all, especially when
we are analysing something so complex.
All day long colleagues have been speaking
about important matters and I would like to recall
some of the comments made by two members of
this Assembly. Mr. Martinez spoke today about
security as a factor in peace-keeping. There is no
doubt that without security there can be no peace.
Insecurity always takes us this way and the war in
the former territories of Yugoslavia is a very clear
example of this.
However, for me what Mr. Baumel said was
also very important: he denounced the temporary
nature of what we in Europe have constucted.
When we build, it does not seem natural to build
something of a temporary nature, nor does it seem
natural that its temporary nature should make its
future uncertain. I imagine that taxpayers like to
know that when their money is invested in a parti-
cular project, that project will continue and will be
what we sometimes too frequently call, in market
terms, profitable.
The fundamental purpose of the Torrej6n de
Ardoz Centre in Madrid is to be a component of
the European space system. What makes the
Centre so important? Some of us have already had
the opportunity to visit it, and observing its opera-
tions without an expert to explain them did not
help us to understand its fundamental importance,
but what makes it important is that it is the only
centre of its kind in the world. We in Europe hav'e
finally [aken a step forward, ahead of the great
powers such as Russia once was and the United
States continue to be. We have created a cenffe
which is unique in the world and today we are
rather uncertain as to what its future might be. It
would be absolutely inexcusable if its future did
not match the expectations it aroused at its inau-
guration.
However, the Centre does not only undertake
military tasks; it has a dual function, which is to
train experts 
- 
we all know that experts cost a for-
tune these days 
- 
to train good specialists in any
of these areas. But it also has a r6le in the verifi-
cation of peace agreements and monitoring the
skies to observe movements in one place or
another.
It has another fundamental mission, which is
monitoring the earth. Norway has just informed
us, today, that it does not wish to join the Euro-
pean Union because it is also concerned that all of
us should have a greater sensitivity to the environ-
ment. This is one of the r6les of the Torrej6n
Centre. Yet none of the countries which support
the Centre has given much thought or made much
reference to monitoring the environment, which
will be our only legacy to future generations and
unless we take remedial action we may be passing
it on in a sorry state.
In my view the report, if we read it the wrong
way round, contains what appears to be a conffa-
diction, but is not. It says: "Judging very favoura-
bly the ... tasks assigned"; that is to say, the work
achieved is judged in the report. Very good, very
favourable, has achieved everything it was set, but
then the report says: "Regretting, however, that ...
tasks assigned to ttre Cenffe are few and far bet-
ween". Again the report faces us with the facts:
we have invested taxpayers' money, we have wor-
ked hard, we have done something unique in the
world, but in the end, however unique, however
marvellous, we are unable to make it fully opera-
tional. In our capacity as parliamentarians, and so
that this does not happen again, like the incidents
that happened today when the President of the
Council of Ministers comes to explain to us, we
ought to ask for explanations on the basis of this
report, why the counffies have not done more, not
assigned more tasks, or more of theirresources, so
that the Centre can carry out all its work under the
best possible conditions.
I think Mr.L6pez Henares's report deserves the
approval of this Assembly, not only because it
has been exhemely well drafted, but because it
deserves the appreciation and gratitude of this
Assembly for having the courage to judge techni-
cal achievements in a very short time, while
denouncing the lack of interest which some coun-
tries have shown or the lack of use some counffies
have made of the Cenfie itself. Mr. L6pez Henares
has taken a very brave step in producing this
report. That is why the Spanish representatives
are supporting it, not because the centre is located
in Spain, but because, regardless of its location, at
last we have been able to establish something
important. From this point of view, my congratu-
lations not only to the committee, but also to Mr.
L6pez Henares.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
That concludes the debate.
We shall now vote on the draft recommendation
contained in Document 1437.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote
by roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
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We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft recommendation is adopted '.
6. Change in the orderc of the day
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
In view of the lateness of
the hour, I propose that the remaining orders of
the day be taken tomorrow morning at the begin-
ning of business.
Is that agreed?
It is agreed.
7. Date, tilne and ord.ers of the dnY
of the next silting
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I propose that the Assem-
bly hold its next public sitting tomorrow morning,
Wednesday, 30th November 1994, at 3 p.m. with
the following orders of the day.
1. Draft budget of the administrative expendi-
ture of the Assembly for the financial year
1995 (Presentation of and debate on the
report of the Connnittee on Budgetary
effairs and Adminisfiation and vote on the
draft budget, Document 1429).
2. Evolution of the Assembly's logistical requi-
rements to take account of enlargement (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Admi-
nistration and vote on the draft recommenda-
tion, Document 1438).
3. Draft supplementary budget of the adminis-
frative expenditure of the Assembly for the
financial year 1995 (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee on
Budgetary Affairs and Administration and
vote on the draft supplementary budget,
Document l44l).
4. Accounts of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for the financial year 1993 -
the auditor's report and motion to approve the
final accounts (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the
motion to approve the final accounts, Docu-
ment 1428 and addendum).
5. The situation in Bihac and the need to streng-
then WEU (Presentation of and debate on the
oral report of the Political Committee and
vote on the draft recommendation, Document
1450).
6. The development of a space-based observa-
tion system 
- 
Part III (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Technological and
Aerospace Committee and vote on the draft
recommendation, Document 1436).
7. Co-operation between European space research
institutes (Presentation of and debate on the
report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee and vote on the draft resolution,
Document 1434 and amendment).
8. Address by Mr. Caputo, Under-Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs of Italy.
Are there any objections?...
The orders of the day of the next sitting are
therefore agreed to.
Does anyone wish to speak?...
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 6.40 p.m.)
1. See page 31.
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1. Attendance register.
2. Adoption of the minutes.
3. Change in the membership of a committee.
4. Draft budget of the administrative expenditure of the
Assembly for the hnancial year 1995; Draft supplemen-
tary budget of the administrative expenditure of the
Assembly for the financial year 1995 (Presentation of
and debate on the reports of the Comminee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and votes on the drafi texts,
Docs. 1429, lMl,1447 and 1448).
Speaker: Mr. Rathbone (Chairman and Rapporteur).
5. Evolution of the Assembly's logistical requirements to
take account of enlargement (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and
Administration and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 1438).
Speakers: Mr. Rathbone (Chairman and Rapporteur),
Lord Mackie of Benshie.
6. Accounts of the administrative expenditure of the Assem-
bly for the financial year 1993 
- 
the audilor's report and
motion to approve the final accounts (Presenntion of and
debate on the report of the Comminee on Budgetary
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The sitting is open.
1. Attendance register
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The names of the substi-
tutes attending this sitting which have been noti-
fied to the President will be published wirh rhe list
of representatives appended to the minutes of pro-
ceedingsr.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
In accordance with Rule 23
of the Rules of Procedure, the minutes of procee-
dings of the previous sitting have been distri-
buted.
Are there any comments?...
The minutes are agreed to.
Affairs and Administration and vote on thc motion to
approve the final accounfs, Doc. 1428 and addendum).
Speaker: Mr. Rathbone (Chairman and Rapporteur).
7. The situation in Bihac and the need to strengthen WEU(Presentation of and debate on the oral report of the
Political Committee and vote on the drafi recomminda-
tion,Doc. 1450\.
Speakers: Mr. Roseta (Rapporteur), tord Finsberg, Mr.
Rodrigues, Lord Mackie of Benshie, Mr. Baumel, Mr.
Korakas (Observer from Greece), Mr. De Decker, Mr.
Domljan (Obseruer from Croatia). Mrs. Gelderblom-
Lankhout, Mr. de Lipkowski, Mr. Mitolo, Mr. Martinez,
Mr. P6criaux, Lord Mackie of Benshie (point of order),
Mr. Roseta (Rapp oneur), lvlr. de P'ig ( Chairman); (expla-
nation of vote): Mr. Soell, Mr. Hardy, Mr. Rodrigues.
8. Address by Mr. Caputo, Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy.
Replies by Mr Caputo to questions put by: Mr. Pahor(Obsemer from Slovenia), Mr. Davis, Lord Finsberg,
Mr. Latronico, Mr. Benvenuti, Mr. Sole T\rra, Mr. Tusel
( Observer from Austria), Mr. Parisi.
9. Change in the orders of the day.
10. Date, time and orders of the day of the next sitting.
3. Change in the memherchip of a committee
The PRESIDENT. 
-The United KingdomDele-
gation proposes the following change ih the mem-
bership of a committee:
Political Committee: Mr. Terrl, Davis as an
alternate in place of Dr. Norman Godman.
Is it agreed?
It is so agreed.
4. Drafi budget of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for the financinl year 1995
Draft supplementary btdget of the
administrative expenditure of the Assembly
for the financial year 1995
(Presentation ofand debate on dte reports ofthe
Committee on Budgeury Affain and Adrhinhtrition and
votes on the drafi turts, Docs. 1429, 1441, 1447 and I/UE)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation by Mr. Rathbone of the report
submitted on behalf of the Committee on Budge-
The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
i
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tary Affairs and Administration on the draft bud-
get of the administrative expenditure of the
Assembly for the financial year 1995, Document
1429, debate and vote on the draft budget.
Mr. Rathbone has tabled a previous question on
this draft budget on behalf of the Committee on
Budgetary Affairs and Adminisffation which has
been distributed as Document 1447.
If the Assembly agrees to Mr. Rathbone's
motion, the subject of debate will be removed
from the agenda and from the register of the
Assembly.
Mr. Rathbone has, on behalf of his committee,
also tabled a motion for an order on the draft bud-
get, Document 1448.
Rule 3(l) of the Rules of Procedure requires
that the previous question be put to the vote
immediately after the presentation of the relevant
committee report.
I therefore propose that Mr. Rathbone present
his report formally and I suggest that he then
should speak to both his motion for the previous
question, Document 1447, and his motion for an
order, Document 1448, at the same time.
Under Rule 33, only the proposer of the pre-
vious question and one speaker against the motion
may speak; and the time available to each speaker
is five minutes.
The previous question and the motion for an
order will be debated together.
I call Mr. Rathbone to speak.
Mr. RATHBONE (United Kingdom). 
- 
I start as
you suggested, Mr. President, by moving the pre-
vious question and the motion for an order, which
stand in my name, on behalf of the Committee on
Budgetary Affairs and Administration.
There are some background points which col-
leagues would like to have to this question of
budgets this year. On the budget itself, the Assem-
bly's requests were relatively modest in compa-
rison with Assembly draft budgets in previous
years and the draft budget for WEU organs for
199s.
This was even despite the fact that ministers, in
their Kirchberg declaruion, had pressed the
Assembly to welcome associate partner countries
and improve the status of the associate member
countries' delegations. I believe that that is an
important point of principle in all our discussions
of the budget for next year and for the future.
The 1995 budget could be described as an effort
to take account of the financial implications of the
Council's encouragement to invite this greater
participation from countries of Central and Eas-
tern Europe 
- 
whose participation we have seen in
our debates at this meeting.
That drive translates into a twofold strategy of
communication. The first is non-member coun-
tries participating in the work of the Assembly
- 
reflected in the budget heads connected with
communication as a whole 
- 
missions of parlia-
mentarians and staff representation costs, upgra-
ding of the chamber, and so forth. The second is to
do with the wider public, via the media, via the
creation of a 85 post in the press and information
service, increased postal and electronic communi-
cations costs, and better translation services.
The proposed budget which we have put for-
ward represented an increase over 1994 of only
7.1Vo, even after allowing for the increased r6le
and responsibilities which the Assembly has to
undertake.
There have been three meetings in recent
months of the Committee on Budget and Organi-
sation 
- 
equivalent to the committee which I am
honoured to chair, within the Secretary-General's
domain. They took place on 10th and 31st Octo-
ber and 24th November.
I was a little confused, in that, contrary to last
year, when we were told to take out those items
which were contingent upon actions being taken 
-
most particularly the arrival of Greek colleagues 
-
and hold them back for a supplementary budget,
this year the supplementary budget was requested
simultaneously for consideration with the ordi-
nary budget, and that had to be put in hand.
Unfortunately, however, at those meetings,
there was no discussion of the need for new posts;
there were only minor questions about the need
for commitments to support extended contact pro-
grarnmes reflecting the requirements of the Kirch-
berg declaration. Various questions were raised on
detail and minor adjustments were requested,
together with some reductions in the proposed
rncrease.
All of this was in spite of your own committee's
strong endorsement of the original budget propo-
sals, in the belief that this was the basic minimum
needed to do the Assembly's job properly in 1995.
I therefore have to report to colleagues that, unfor-
tunately, no agreement was reached in the Budget
and Organisation Committee, even with the help
of our good friend, the Chairman of that commit-
tee, who I am glad to see here this morning, and
without that agreement, no opinion was given by
the Council.
I move now to the supplementary budget for
1995, which is the outcome of a process of consul-
tation and discussions between the Assembly and
the Council, first through officials in the most
helpful way, and then between politicians. That
was initiated way back in the spring of this year.
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The aim of this dialogue was to obtain additio-
nal space for the Assembly 
- 
for example, the
offrces on the second and third floors of the wingjust behind us 
- 
and resources which would
enable better use to be made of a finite space 
- 
for
instance, in this chamber 
- 
in order both to
accommodate the delegation of a new member
country, Greece, and the associate partner coun-
tries, and to make better use of the available space
within the chamber by introducing an electronic
voting facility, as described in the supplementary
budget proposals.
There were two parts to the supplementary bud-
get. The frst deals with the direct consequence of
Greece's accession to WEU, soon to take effect 
-
we look forward to welcoming them 
- 
and
secondly session services, language services, fur-
niture and equipment.
The Greek part represents a budget increase of
ZVo, and this seemed to cause no difficulties for
the members of the Budget and Organisation
Committee, who indicated their agreement in
principle. The second part of the supplementary
budget provides for the introduction of electronic
voting in the chamber, which risks collapsing in
on itself if the current principle of one member,
one seat, is maintained. The thinking behind that
proposal was set out in paragraph 15 of the sup-
plementary budget document.
These adjustments represent a budget increase
of 9.87o 
- 
a small proportionate increase when
compared with the inevitable costs of relocating
the Assembly or holding our meetings in other
places 
- 
as you, Mr. President, pointed out in your
introduction yesterday.
It must be stressed here 
- 
I believe that it is
important to accent this 
- 
that this is a one-off,
non-recurrent expenditure and that the cost of
consumables for this type of installation is
controllable. However, the Budget and Organisa-
tion Committee did not see the need for such
adaptations, and no agreement was reached upon
them.
What is overlooked in this negative reception,I
believe, is the fact of life that membership of any
parliamentary assembly is absolutely nothing if it
is impossible for members to participate in its
work and for the Assembly to operate effectively
and efficiently. That is all the more anachronistic
when the enhanced r6le of the Assembly has been
urged on it by the very ministers and government
representatives who then react negatively to the
funds required.
It is a peculiar coincidence that the fortieth anni-
versary of WEU which we celebrate this year is
the occasion for these administrative and budget
difficulties.
That leads me to hark back to the very begin-
ning and draw the Assembly's attention to a point
in Sir Russell Johnston's excellent draft booklet
on WEU, which points out on page 47 of the
English version: "The Assembly's activities are
not just an echo of those of the WEU Council,
since they reflect the Assembly's political inde-
pendence. This proved possible from the very out-
set with the backing of the Council, as voiced by
the then Chairman-in-Offrce, Mr. Spaak, in his
speech to the Assembly at its frst meeting: 'We
(the Council of WEU) have been determined to
leave you the greatest possible freedom,- relying
upon your experience and your wisdom
We consider that the organisation and working
methods of the Assembly ... are matters for its
own decision'." Obviously, that runs completely
conffary to what we are now finding.
It is also a peculiar coincidence that the last time
that the Council was unable to give an opinion on
our budget request in time for consideration at this
Assembly meeting was when you were in my post
as Chairman of the Comminee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration in 1985, Mr. Presi-
dent. Those two peculiar coincidences are the
background to the problems that we face today.
For all the reasons that I have given and, as I
indicated to you, Mr. President, before the ses-
sion began, and according to Rule 33 of our Rules
of Procedure, on behalf of the Committee on Bud-
getary Affairs and Adminisftation and with the
committee's unanimous support, I should like to
move the previous question, Document 1447,
which has been distributed.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Rathbone,
for explaining everything so well.
Does anyone wish to speak against the two
motions that Mr. Rathbone has moved?...
I see no indication that anyone is against it.
Therefore we may proceed to vote on Mr. Rath-
bone's motion, the previous question, Document
1a47, as we have to put the motion separately.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The previous question is agreed to unanimously.
As the previous question has been agreed to, the
subject of the draft budget for the financial year
1995 has been removed from the agenda and the
register of the Assembly.
We shall now vote on the motion for an order
contained in Document 1448.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft order.
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Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call? ...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The motion for an order is agreed to unani-
mously'.
5. Evolation of the Assembly's logistical
requirements to take account of enlargement
(Presentation of atd debae on the report of the
Commifiee on Budgetary Allairs and Administratian
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1438)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation by Mr. Rathbone of the report
submitted by the Committee on Budgetary Affairs
and Adminisfration, Document 1438, debate and
vote on the draft recommendation.
I call Mr. Rathbone to present his report.
Mr. RAIHBONE (United Kingdom). 
- 
Thank
you. This document and the recommendations it
contains are a backdrop to the budget request that
we have not debated.
It seems to me that there are three requirements
for a viable and vigorous Assembly, particularly an
international parliamentary assembly. First, there
has to be a chamber in which members can exchan-
ge views and debate issues in which language is not
a problem and in which they can vote easily and
accurately. Secondly, there is a requirement for a
chamber which can accommodate associate mem-
bers, observer members and other categories of
member or participant. Thirdly, there should be a
chamber in which the public can, with reasonable
facility, view the proceedings of elected members,
in the interests of openness and answerability.
In addition, a parliamentary assembly location
has to provide basic offices and administrative
facilities for members and for the Assembly's
loyal and hard-working staff and for the specialist
committee work in which both are engaged 
-
indeed, that is much of the work that we, as mem-
bers of the Assembly, undertake.
It was, therefore, with foresight that last year the
committee requested this logistical report and
recommendations. It was also somewhat in reac-
tion to the difficulties faced in meeting the requi-
rements of the new membership of Spain and Por-
tugal two years previously.
I shall not attempt to review the whole docu-
ment; I shall just draw colleagues' attention to the
table of contents which show how we have ana-
lysed the composition of the Assembly, its past
and new requirements and how we have projected
requirements for the future, both for the Assembly
and for the Office of the Clerk.
Some advances have already been made and I
should like to pay particular compliment and
thanks to the Institute for Security Studies as
much of the agreement about the steps which can
be taken, and have already been taken, has been
achieved with its help and co-operation.
In Appendix V of the report, you will see that an
agreement was struck that office 202 should be
made available for the Greek representatives
when they arrive here. That has already been
done. I would like to thank the Secretary-General
for giving up that part of this building for such an
important purpose.
It was also agreed that we would be able to use
office 317 and the Institute reading room and
library during our Assembly sessions and that is
already in hand. It was also agreed that the room
currently occupied by the telephonist would be
able to be used by the Assembly, and that is being
put in hand at the moment.
It was further agreed, with the co-operation and
indeed financial help of the Institute, that meeting
room A down the back corridor will be transfor-
med from its present meeting room layout to a
conference room layout, which would enable
approximately 100 people to work there. I am
glad to report to the Assembly that the budget for
that work has been approved and the work is due
to start next week, after this Assembly meeting
has finished. We hope to be able to use that room
from the end of January.
It is with that short introduction that I ask for the
Assembly's support and endorsement of these
recommendations.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Rathbone.
No names have been submitted by anyone
wishing to take part in the debate, but I am per-
fectly willing to allow comments.
Lord MACKIE of BENSHIE (United King-
dom). 
- 
I simply want to back up my Chairman on
one particular point, as I am a member of the com-
mittee. I refer to the point about the chamber. If
we look round now it is clear that there are many
empty places. The committee made the extremely
sensible suggestion that to use these properly, an
electronic method of voting, which means that
members can be identified wherever they are,
would free a large number of spaces in the Lham-
ber so that people could be accommodated pro-
perly. That might even free the gallery for obser-
vers instead of their being tucked away looking at
television screens outside. That sensible and prac-
tical solution has not been taken up. We are not
t39
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asking for the luxury and elegance of the Coun-
cil's headquarters in Brussels which is a former
bank of great magnificence where one wades
through deep pile carpet and looks at elegant mee-
ting rooms where I can sleep happily for hours on
end. I find it difficult to sleep here, even after
lunch, as the seats were made for a small species
of Japanese and not for large Scots. So our sen-
sible suggestion has not been carried. I think that
it was extremely foolish of the committee and the
Council and I trust that they will put it right.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Lord Mackie.
Does anyone else wish to make a brief comment
before we move on?...
That not being the case we can vote on the report.
We shall now vote on the draft recommendation
contained in Document 1438.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if five
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call? ...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hnnds)
The drafi recommendation is agreed to unani-
mously'.
The next order of the day was to be the presen-
tation by Mr. Rathbone of the report submitted on
behalf of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and
Administration on the supplementary draft budget
of the administrative expenditure of the Assembly
for the financial year 1995, Document 1441,
debate and vote on the supplementary draft budget.
As the Assembly has agreed to Mr. Rathbone's
motion for the previous question, Document
1447, this item has been withdrawn from the
agenda of the session. We will therefore proceed
with the next order of the day.
6. Accounts of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for the financinl year 1993 -
the auditor's report and motion
to approve the final accounts
(Presentation of the report of the Commiltee on Budgelary
Affairs and Administratian and vote on the motion
to approve the final accounts, Doc, 1428 and addendum)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee on Budgetary Affairs andAdministra-
tion on the accounts of the adnrinistrative expen-
diture of the Assembly for the financial year 1993
- 
the auditor's report and motion to approve the
final accounts, Document 1428 and addendum.
I call Mr. Rathbone to present his report.
Mr. RATHBONE (United Kingdom). 
- 
I apolo-
gise to you and our colleagues for still being with
you, but it will only be for a moment. This is an
official step that we have to take each year to
approve the auditor's report and the final accounts
for the previous year. The only reason for saying
something on this report is that I believe that an
answer should be given to a comment by the audi-
tor, which was endorsed by mernbers of the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration,
concerning the discrepancy between the original
budget voted and the final accounts following a
number of transfers between budget heads and
sub-heads authorised by reference to the Assem-
bly's budgetary autonomy.
That is entirely allowed within the Assembly's
own budgetary autonomy. It reflects various
aspects of the management of the Assembly's bud-
get, some of which are of long standing, others
more recent and connected with enlargement.
It should be stressed that the Assembly's budget
structures are developed without reference to the
Assembly's precise programme of work, which
was not available at the time of preparation. Col-
leagues will remember that the budget is prepa-
red, in the first instance, during the spring of the
previous year to which it applies. The programme
of the Assembly's work is based on a half-yearly
cycle and is variously implemented over the bud-
get year. The budget is, therefore, not so much a
forecast as an attempted estimate based on expe-
nence.
On the second point, the effect of enlarging
WEU has been more frequent meetings by parlia-
mentarians, committees and staff, especially
within the Cenftal and Eastem European coun-
tries and, as I said in my previous submission, that
reflects the whole thrust of WEU activity, both in
the past and the future.
At the same time, our budget can be adjusted
only gradually, for two reasons: first, because the
present administrative procedtues for its examina-
tion discourage major structural adjustments and,
secondly, because programmes and their imple-
mentation fluctuate from year to year. Experience
has shown that the number of interpreter days, for
example, may vary either way by more than 50Vo
from one year to the next.
With that brief explanation, I hope that the
Assembly will approve the final accounts for
1993, and I so move.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you for that expla-
nation, Mr. Rathbone.l. See page 37.
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I have not been notified of anyone who wishes
to comment, so we shall now vote on the motion
to approve the final accounts of the Assembly for
the financialyear 1993 in the addendum to Docu-
ment1428.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes so desire, the
Assembly shall vote by roll-call on the motion.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call? ...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The motion is agreed to wnanimously.
Congratulations to Mr. Rathbone for getting all
his business through unanimously.
7. The situation in Bihac and the need
to strengthen WEU
(Presenffiion of and debate on the oral report
of the Politital Commi.free and vote on the
drafi recommendation, Doc. 1450)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation by Mr. Roseta of the report by the
Political Committee on the situation in Bihac with
a debate and a vote, Document 1450. I hope that the
actual report will be distributed during the debate.
I am in some difficulty, however, because Mr.
Roseta does not appear to be present. In those cir-
cumstances, I have no alternative but to suspend
the sitting. I regret that because it disrupts the pro-
ceedings, but I shall suspend for five minutes.
(The sining was suspended at 10.35 a.m. and
resumed at 10.40 a.m.)
The sitting is resumed.
The Political Committee this morning agreed to
the text of a revised draft recommendation. There
were considerable changes to it and hard work is
under way to get it right. The committee was
hoping to present the report to the Assembly
before the start of the debate, but we cannot wait
around for that. I have therefore suggested that we
start the debate 
- 
we know what it is about and the
Rapporteur will explain it. I have asked that the
text be distributed, both in English and in French,
as soon as it is available. It will be circulated in
due course as the debate proceeds.
We now come to the motion on Bihac and I am
advised that Mr. Roseta will move it on behalf of
the Political Committee.
I call Mr. Roseta.
Mr. ROSETA (Portugal) (Translation). 
- 
In pre-
paring the draft recommendation which I am pre-
senting, I have done my best to take the debate in
the Political Committee on Document 1446 into
account concerning the situation in Bihac, tabled
by Mr. De Decker on behalf of the Liberal Group.
Yesterday, our Belgian colleague tabled an addi-
tional document, Document 1449, signed by a
number of members of the Assembly, containing
a motion for a recommendation on the need to
strengthen WEU in the light of the worsening
situation in former Yugoslavia. I have tried to
include some parts of this in the committee's own
text.
The situation in Bosnia is truly scandalous and is
even the worst scandal that Europe has known
since the end of the last war. It should be stressed
that to start with all parties to the conflict hesitated
and took up regrettable positions but that then the
Bosnian Serbs took the bit between their teeth and
violated the Bihac area declared to be a safe zone,
the situation being even worse today now that the
Belgrade government has changed its attitude.
We are facing a situation which has historical
roots of the grimmest kind. Some countries, even
on our continent, still think that a people's well-
being and wealth are measured by the extent of
the territory. This is wholly an idea from the past.
Last century, there were agrarian societies whose
wealth depended on the extent of their territory.
The bigger the territory, the greater their produc-
tion of wheat and the other cereals they grew. I
repeat, however, that the seizure by force of an
area which is becoming bigger every day is an
idea beyond understanding in a modern view of
human life, individual rights and progress itself
based on intelligence, the development of every
human being, production capacity and techno-
logy; the basic political target must be the well-
being of everyone and in particular of minorities.
Our anger stems from our absolute refusal to
return to this, the conquerors' concept of wealth
and progress. ffis concept, which perhaps has its
roots in prehistory and antiquity has destroyed
Europe and triggered dozens of European civil
wars, must be condemned out of hand, lest a new
and terrible Pandora's box be opened.
I have sought to express our indignation at the
events on the ground and at what is, unfortunately,
the passive attitude of the competent organisa-
tions and governments which have allowed the
situation to become so bad that today no one dares
do anything any longer. Every day new ideas are
put forward and this morning I have even heard
from the other side of the Atlantic a proposal for a
Serbo-Serbian federation. What does that mean?
It points to our disarray and the impasse we have
reached through the lack of political will of which
I have already spoken.
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Only a small part of the proposals made has not
been taken up by the committee and I shall not
dwell on the preamble to the draft document just
tabled. It calls the Council's attention to our
concern about the present situation and the pro-
found differences now apparent between the Uni-
ted States and its European allies regarding the
measures to be taken to enforce compliance with
Security Council resolutions and to restore peace
to the regions concerned. These differences are
perhaps one of the explanations for the lack of
political will which has been noted. But our orga-
nisation, made up of representatives of the people,
must proclaim its determination to do everything
to prevent a fresh massacre taking place on the
territory of former Yugoslavia.
I turn now to the conclusions of our draft
recommendation. There may be some criticism
that they are not specific enough but what is
important is the expression of our political will to
use all appropriate means to prevent further mas-
sacres and to end the fighting in Bihac. We must
make it clear to the Council and international
organisations other than our own that massacre,
rape and genocide by ethnic cleansing are not to
be tolerated. As a political body, we call on all the
governments and competent international organi-
sations to make one last effort to find a political
solution to the conflict taking into account the
negotiations in progtess on the basis ofthe contact
group's proposals. The international community
must make its will known by opposing with great
determination and firmness those responsible for
prolonging an unjustifiable and senseless war.
These are the basic elements of our draft recom-
mendation.
I do not believe that we can go any further as a
consultative parliamentary body. What we must
do is tell the Council that it should consider as a
matter of extreme urgency the timeliness of using
all appropriate means to prevent fresh massacres
and end the fighting.
Some members will regret that the text is not
more specific. My view is that beyond this strong
recommendation, the only thing we can do is to
agree and arrive at a consensus because there is no
majority which could agree on any particular
means of action. What is important is first to tell
the Council and the world that we are very angry
and secondly, to make clear our political will for
the fighting to be ended. Otherwise, like so many
others, our recoillmendation would remain a dead
letter.
From Mr. De Decker's second draft, I have also
taken the recommendation that the Council
should "accelerate the process of sffengthening
Western European Union by providing it with
satellite intelligence means and strategic transport
and units of combined forces". There may be cri-
ticism that I am only reprodrlcing the words of
many recornmendations from the Assembly, but
as our forebears said, quod abundat non nocet 
-
you cannot have too much of a good thing. That is
why I have again sftessed these major aspects of
the strengthening of WEU.
Yet again, the situation in former Yugoslavia
proves that the strengthening of WEU is necess-
ary. Indeed, it is essential 
- 
for former Yugoslavia
and possibly one day, life being what it is, for
some other part of Europe 
- 
in order to prevent
difficult situations from becoming running sores
and creating insoluble problems for us.
In conclusion, I have tried to square the circle. I
do not think I have succeeded because it is diffi-
cult to do anything new on the subject. I have ried
to strike a balance between the different views. I
am therefore proposing something realistic to you
because extreme proposals are not as effective as
those which stem from a widerpolitical will, even
if in the very nature of things the choice of appro-
priate means must be left to others. This is the
cruel law by which parliamentarians live.
I hope that the recommendations I am putting to
you will not be forgotten and become a dead let-
ter. To achieve that, there has to be very wide sup-
port from the Assembly.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Roseta.
The debate is now open.
I call the first speaker, Lord Finsberg.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
- 
I congra-
tulate my friends Mr. de Puig and Mr. Roseta on
working so hard to produce something for us to
discuss this morning. No one could object to the
text, but that is as far as I feel able to go.
Most colleagues sitting here this morning were
present at the Council of Europe in Strasbourg
some eighteen months ago when the European
negotiator, Lord Owen, stated firrnly and publicly
that no territory taken by force could be recogni-
sed in this case. How far we have slipped since
then, despite passing resolutions at WEU, the
Council of Europe, NATO and the United
Nations!
So let us recognise our total impotence and our
shame. I was delighted to note that during his in-
and-out visit yesterday the Chairman of the Coun-
cil of Ministers used those very words: impotence
and shame.
I remind the Assembly 
- 
that is necessary
because of the difference between it and our
govemments 
- 
that it was also about eighteen
months ago when my friends Peter Hardy, my Bri-
tish Socialist colleague, and Lord Mackie of Ben-
shie, my Liberal colleague, and I said that the only
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way of stopping the conflict spreading was for
action to be taken forthwith, and for the western
world to say that any plane seen in the skies over
former Yugoslavia would be shot down, and any
tank rocketed. At the time, the overwhelming bulk
of the planes and tanks were Serbian, and there
was little prospect of harming innocent civilians.
No government was prepared to do this, and the
situation has inexorably worsened. There are cer-
tain similarities here with the way in which the
League of Nations fluttered its hands at the time
of the Spanish civil war. It was not an identical
parallel, but it was enough to make one think.
How many people in this chamber would have
said two years ago that the moral and military
might of the United Nations could not prevail
against a breakaway tribe in a European country?
That would have been inconceivable, yet here we
are today with this harmless resolution.
Of course my friend Mr. Roseta is right. We
have to say something, but let us not think that
what we say will make one iota of difference to
the Serbs, who are quite determined to pursue
their murderous expansionist policies, because
they know that in the end the United Nations,
NATO and WEU are not prepared to stop them.
Understandably, the spectre of body bags is
affecting the Americans. They are happy to talk
about financing the operation 
- 
perhaps even sup-
plying planes 
- 
but they want to put no men on the
ground. I do not blame President Clinton; he had
to respond to a decision of Congress when taking
action over the embargo. Indeed, it is said that he
could not over-ride Congress's decision. Neverthe-
less, his action puts all our troops on the ground,
engaged in humanitarian work, in real danger.
Is there anything we can do? Yes, there is. Col-
leagues will have seen General Rose on television
in the past few days saying that they could not
take out the tanks because of fog. You will also
have seen the Serbian armoured train fring into
Bihac. Even in fog it is possible to detect an
armoured train, because it is known where the
rails are. So why at least was the railway line not
bombed and the train caught? Experts will say
that one needs observers on the ground 
- 
but
surely not to find a railway line.
My last word is this. If we were really serious,
the one possible way of stopping this and saving
Bihac would be for WEU, NAIO and the United
Nations to bomb the headquarters in Pale of the
Serbian-Bosnian administration: take out their
power stations, bomb the bridges. That is the only
action that might 
- 
might 
- 
bring them to their
senses.
We will have to vote for this document when we
see it. I will do so, not with a heavy heart but in
the knowledge that it ain't going to do more than
cut down a few more trees to provide the paper.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
The next speaker is Mr. Rodrigues.
Mr. RODNGUES (Ponugal) (Translation). 
-Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, in order to
analyse a crisis like the one we are debating, it is
first necessary to try to understand it.
The first reactions of European governments, ins-
titutions and political leaders with special responsi-
bilities are linked by a single common denominator:
recognition of the fact that the main powers in Euro-
pe, the United Nations, NATO and the United States
all bear heavy responsibilities in the fragedy unfol-
ding on the tenitory of former Yugoslavia.
I should like to quote as a caricature of the crisis
the opinion expressed by Senator Bob Dole, the
future majority leader in the United States and a
possible candidate for the White House. He says
we are witnessing the complete collapse of
NATO. Meantime the Secretary for Defence,
William Perry, suggests that the Blue Berets
should be withdrawn from Bosnia.
The origin of the present crisis lies in the dis-
memberment of former Yugoslavia, planned and
organised with complicity on all sides. It must be
remembered that Germany's r6le was decisive in
the pressure to recognise Slovenia and Croatia.
After first abstaining from the great debate on
the unfolding of the crisis in the Balkans, the Uni-
ted States, under the Clinton administration, sud-
denly changed from the r6le of spectator to
outright interference. The change took place in
Brussels in 1994 at the NAIO summit, which is
the basic reference for relations with WEU. The
announcement of surgical air strikes against the
Bosnian Serbs was only the prologue to action
which showed that Washington had decided to
act as arbitrator in Bosnia and throughout the
Balkans without committing a single soldier on
the ground. This policy was confirmed when the
White House called the Muslims and Croats to the
American capital to sign an imposed agreement
which revealed profound ignorance of the
region's problems. After the air strikes, which had
been awaited for some months and did not pro-
duce the results expected by the chiefs-of-staff,
Washington extended this move to assume leader-
ship and took the decision announced in advance
to withdraw from the embargo, a decision which
has now been followed by the German CDU.
Washington argued that the Muslims must be
encouraged. These words, and the decisions taken
by Congress, were interpreted as an invitation to
attack. The tragic results are well-known. Instead
of helping to bring peace closer, the North Ameri-
can strategy led in practice to a murderous exten-
sion of the war.
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Ladies and gentlemen, last October at NATO
Headquarters in Brussels, I, together with other
members of the Assembly's Political Committee,
heard the triumphant announcement of early new
air strikes to be directed shortly against diversi-
fied targets without prior warning. I would stress
that this decision was taken before the United
Nations Security Council had any knowledge of it
or could reach a decision.
I recall this incident because it shows that the
United Nations is becoming increasingly subor-
dinate to NAIO, that is the United States.
Mr. President, some of our colleagues favour
the imposition of solutions by force in Bosnia,
with WEU playing a major operational r6le either
with forces from the European Union countries or
with NAIO forces placed under its command
under the terms of the Brussels declaration of
January 1994.ln Bosnia, WEU would be doing
the job that NAIO has not been able or has not
wished to do. The evolving situation in Bosnia
proves that there is no military solution.
Ladies and gentlemen, I am stating categorical-
ly that the option of military solutions under Uni-
ted Nations, NATO or WEU control is a non-star-
ter. It would only aggravate the tragedy in Bosnia.
It has to be remembered that French and British
troops account for more than half of the 22 NO
UNPROFOR forces in Bosnia. Any escalation of
intervention would trigger serious political crises
in Western Europe and at the same time could
well ignite the Balkan powder keg.
I say again, that it must not be forgotten that
the irresponsible policy of air strikes inseparable
from the dual-key system has only helped to
embitter relations between the United States and
their European allies. NATO is today prey to such
serious and complex contradictions that even such
an Atlantic-minded newspaper as the Figaro defi-
ned them as schizophrenic.
Ladies and gentlemen, while paying tribute to
the author of the draft recommendation, Mr.
Roseta, for his splendid efforts to produce a com-
promise text on the situation in Bosnia, I shall
vote against. In my view, any draft which leaves
the door open to military intervention by NATO
or WEU in Bosnia is unacceptable and dangerous.
The outcome of any such intervention would be a
terrible political, social and possibly military
disaster. The way to peace in the region is through
political negotiations, however difficult and long-
winded they may be. Barbarity should not be met
by barbarity. The only way to bring peace closer
in the area is by way of an international conferen-
ce for security and reconstruction with all the
European countries concerned taking part.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
For the second time this morning, the Chair
recognises Lord Mackie of Benshie on behalf of
the United Kingdom.
Lord MACKIE of BENSHIE (United King-
dom). 
- 
I speak for the second time, in very diffe-
rent mood. I regret that I cannot speak on behalf
of the United Kingdom, since I disagree with
what our government has done.
I believe that we face immense dangers because
of the attitude of WEU countries, particularly the
main protagonists: Britain, France and Germany.
A series of lies and deceptions by the Serbs have
gone unpunished, practically unnoticed, and they
now, of course, have the perception, which
appears to be absolutely right, that the western
powers, in the shape of Britain, France, Germany
and Holland, do not mean what they say: and that
therefore all they need to do is manoeuvre to get
their own way, to keep the territory conquered by
force and with the utmost brutality.
We in the West, and our governments, seem to
think that, if we carry out humanitarian work, that
is all that is needed. I do not for a moment decry
the work being done by volunteers and by our
troops in former Yugoslavia 
- 
it is magnificent.
But it must be awful for fighting ffoops to carry on
as they have to do with the Serbs while aware of
the total lack of political will of their govern-
ments. [t is a situation fraught with enormous dan-
gers.
I am probably one of the oldest members in the
chamber and I well remember the situation in
Spain. I was young, but I was keenly interested in
politics at the time, and I recall the embargo on
arms to the government side, while the Italians
and the Nazis in Germany poured arms into the
other side. That is exactly the situation we see in
Bosnia today.
It is unacceptable to table a resolution which
does not say firmly that we wish force to be used
to protect what is, after all, a declared safe haven.
What the devil does that description mean, if we
are not prepared to use force to maintain it?
In the words of Mr. Baumel, who I hope will
speak later, what is NATO doing with a force that
is supposed to contain 200 divisions of the former
Soviet army, when it cannot resolve what is not a
civil war but a brutal act of ethnic aggression in
former Yugoslavia? I do not know what the reso-
lution will say, but I look forward to it with a little
foreboding after Mr. Roseta's speech, although he
said many good things.
unless we declare openly to our governments
that we as parliamentarians 
- 
and as elected mem-
bers who are in close touch with their electorate 
-
are prepared to ensure that promises are kept, if
necessary by the use of force, we shall be sending
a message to the Serbs other than that the parlia-
r44
OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES TENTH SITTING
Inrd Mackie of Benshie (continued)
mentarians in this Assembly feel that perhaps
things have gone too far.
It is no good our saying that in future WEU will
be firm and guarantee peace. Unless we act now,
our future promises will come to the same end as
the promises that were made to us previously in
this chamber.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Lord Mackie.
Everyone has been very good and co-operative
so far, but we have no fewer than nine remaining
speakers. Therefore we must impose a reasonable
time limit. I ask for your co-operation in trying to
observe that so that we can eventually get through
the list of speakers.
I have also asked for the text to which Lord
Mackie referred to be distributed as quickly as
possible. I understand that the French version has
been finished and that it is now being translated
into English. When both versions are ready they
will be circulated.
Without further ado, I call the next speaker, Mr.
Baumel.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, long speeches on the situation facing us
would be pointless. As has been said, and it is per-
haps pointless to repeat it too often, the sad fact is
that we are forced to recognise our increasing
powerlessness.
This being so, we should be careful to avoid any
intemperate judgment and any statement going
beyond the facts. This might salve our con-
sciences and give us the feeling of doing some-
thing useful but I think the facts must be looked at
rationally and clearly.
We have to accept that the United Nations is
powerless. It would, moreover, be hypocritical to
blame the United Nations for everything that has
gone wrong for, after all, the United Nations
includes all our governments and if the Security
Council and the Secretary-General cannot inter-
vene as we would like, it is because they them-
selves are answerable to the governments.
It is perhaps a little unhealthy that governments,
whether European, American or third world,
should play the game of passing the baby when
ever the strain becomes too great.
NAIO too is powerless, as is proved by the fact
that when its leading member does not wish to act,
NATO does not act. There is no point in blinking
the fact that, in what has happened in former
Yugoslavia, the United States have from the out-
set and for their own reasons seen no point in
intervening as a major power.
We Europeans are powerless and divided. It is
too easy to attack the Americans and to salve our
consciences in that way. After all it is we who
should be intervening first before anyone else.
What has happened? In 1990, 1991 and 1992 we
also let events take their course. As one previous
speaker said quite correctly, it might have been
possible to intervene then with a much better
chance. Today everything is too late, too far gone
and too weak. Let us therefore draw a line and see
what can be done.
By us, not much. We are about to approve this
draft recommendation and I think it vital we
should. I thank and congratulate Mr. Roseta and
the Chairman of our Political Committee for
having succeeded in a matter of hours in drafting
a document which at least allows us to say what
we think and to suggest certain solutions.
Looking ahead, the consequence will be a
serious transatlantic crisis. For the first time in fif-
teen years we are probably going to be faced by a
very major crisis between Europeans and Ameri-
cans, among Americans themselves and among
Europeans themselves. The result will be to wea-
ken the United Nations and to harm all humanita-
rian work throughout the world.
If we are not careful the result will be the possi-
bility of more Yugoslavias in Europe. Because it
will be an awful temptation for some ambitious
and nationalist statesmen to follow the example
set them, faced with which we have been unable
to react.
That is all I have to say, Mr. President. My
thanks to Mr. Roseta. I shall vote for this recom-
mendation without illusions and with great sad-
ness but because it is, all the same, better to say
something without being sure of getting satis-
faction than to stay silent in the face of such a
tragedy.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you for that helpful
contribution, Mr. Baumel.
The next speaker is Mr. Korakas, an observer
from Greece.
Mr. KORAKAS ( Observer from Greece ) (Trans-
lation). 
- 
I{r. President, we Greeks and other
people living in the Balkans are most directly
concerned as you will all recognise.
As was said very eloquently yesterday by the
President of Romania, Mr. Iliescu, there is no
military solution.
I shall be brief but I should like to recall the
facts. Before Yugoslavia broke up we forecast that
the recognition of Croatia and Slovenia and
foreign intervention in Yugoslavia would not
bring peace but would on the contrary embitter
the situation. That is the position four years later.
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- 
You are
forgetting past history!
Mr. KORAKAS ( Observer from Greece) (Trans-
lation). 
- 
I believe that we must draw certain
conclusions from this in the interests of the
peoples of former Yugoslavia, the Balkan coun-
iries and Europe. We made the forecast at the
time, nobody listened to us, bringing us to where
we are now.
Unquestionably, no foreign military interven-
tion fiom any source will produce a viable solu-
tion.
As regards the action taken by NATO and the
United States, it has to be recognised that this
went atread without anybody asking for it. That is
why its continuation, even with increased viol-
ence, as is proposed in some quarters, will only
make the impasse worse.
Let us suppose that NATO or WEU undertake
large-scale military intervention and even bomb
Bosnian Serb positions. What would this achieve,
other than the massacre of thousands of people
and of course, the use of a lot of weapons? There
can be no doubt about this, I am sure. Hand on
heart, we should all agree.
Furthermore, it is certain that any such interven-
tion would further envenom what is already an
extremely tense situation. It would risk spreading
the fires of war in the Balkans and possibly later
throughout Europe.
That is why the old saying, Si vis pacem para
bellum, (if you want peace, prepare for war) is
outdated and ineffective and needs to be replaced
by a contemporary principle, Si vis pacem para
pacem, (if you want peace, prepare for peace).
It would be really absurd to believe that there is
a military solution. So, if we want to help to bring
peace to the region we must bend all our efforts to
getting the warring parties together and opening
the dialogue and do everything we can to promo-
te a Balkan conference in the spirit of the Final
Act of Helsinki which, it has to be said, was not
designed to overturn the r6gimes holding power in
the eastern countries but to bring peoples together
and consolidate peace.
The challenge we should now take up is to say
no to military intervention, to have confidence in
the peoples of the Balkans, to deliver them from
foreign intervention and to leave them to reach
agreement. This is a proposal we intend to table
again before it is too late.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next speaker is Mr.
De Decker, who initiated this debate by asking
for an urgent procedure on Monday.
Mr. De DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). -
Thank you for mentioning that I am the prime
mover in these two motions. To me it was incon-
ceivable that this session of the WEU Assembly
should go ahead without our taking a stance on
the continuing tragedy of forrner Yugoslavia.
As long as two and a half or three years ago, I
asked for a special session of our Assembly in
reaction to the start of the crisis in Yugoslavia. At
that time, if Europeans had shown the very least
degree of unity, if we had not looked back at his-
tory and our experience in the last world war we
might perhaps have been able to prevent many
deaths and many tragic events.
In any case, we must react to the situation
because Europe is losing everything through this
war. It is losing its soul and ultimately its raison
d'Otre. We started to build Europe with the basic
idea that we would never again go through what
we experienced during the second world war. It is
all starting again and we are doing practically
nothing; we cannot prevent things getting worse.
We are losing our soul and above all, we are
paying a disastrous and unacceptable moral price
which I fear will have repercussions, as Mr. Bau-
mel has just said, on other conflicts because our
weakness can give ideas to many other political
adventurers.
Through this crisis, the whole of Europe is
losing its credibility and, what is more, such
important institutions as the United Nations are
incapable of imposing their own decisions. Lord
Mackie recalled that the Atlantic Alliance had to
be capable of halting two hundred Russian divi-
sionsf today, however, it is incapable of resolving
a problem in an area with scarcely more than four
million inhabitants.Its credibility is at stake.
I have tabled these two motions because two
exffemely serious events have taken place. On
1lth November last, the United States Govern-
ment decided to take no further part in enforcing
the embargo on arms for Bosnia-Herzegovina.
This is a very serious political act; it is a political
mistake; it is a fundamental error of American
diplomacy. Furthermore, reading a succession of
reports which do not say the same thing, it may be
wondered whether the United States of America
still has a foreign policy as regards security and in
particular the security of Europe. This decision is
particularly serious because it was taken unilate-
rally without the allies being consulted. By this
attitude, the United States has revealed a deep
split within the Atlantic Alliance. I fully endorse
what Mr. Jupp6 said on 12th November, when,
speaking for the French Government, he wonde-
red whether the Atlantic Alliance was capable of
handling security problems in Europe after the
end of the cold war. At the time of the cold war,
the two blocs opposing each other meant that the
Atlantic Alliance was quite simply essential, not
open to dispute and redoubtably effective. Now
that the problem to be faced is no longer a general
war in Europe but crises in various parts of its ter-
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ritory, it emerges that the United States almost
always takes a different view from us so that the
Atlantic Alliance is deeply divided and this
proves the outstanding value of our WEU.
The second very serious event is clearly what is
happening in Bihac. This cannot be allowed to go
on without reacting yet again when, as at Saraje-
vo, all the means needed to respond are available.
I shall not be over-pessimistic as some previous
speakers have been because I continue to believe
that there are possible responses. In the Yugoslav
crisis there are three possible solutions but two
are, in my opinion, completely impracticable.
The first would be to withdraw UNPROFOR
and to leave former Yugoslavia; this would be
putting out the light, closing the door and ignoring
the massacres which would follow. This is a com-
pletely impossible solution as the consequence
would be to spread the fighting to the whole of the
Balkans and possibly further and to release a
flood of refugees over the whole of Western Eur-
ope with the political and electoral consequences
that it could have in our countries.
The second solution would be to withdraw the
LJNPROFOR moops and for NAIO to intervene
on its own, that is to trigger a war and thereby try
to impose a political solution. This is unrealistic
because neither the Atlantic Alliance nor our
publics nor our governments are prepared to com-
mit the 100 000, 200 000 or 300 000 troops who
would be needed to achieve this solution even
were it within our scope.
The only solution, therefore, is to use UNPRO-
FOR. Here, I note that its commanders, first Gen-
eral Cot and then General Briquemont and Gen-
eral Rose, a Frenchman, a Belgian and a Briton,
have all three asked for more men, more resources
and greater fire power. No government has respon-
ded favourably to these military commanders on
the spot.
My proposal 
- 
and I am happy that the docu-
ment should mention it even if it takes a less firm
stance because it is a compromise text 
- 
is to call
for the reinforcement of UNPROFOR to which
further troops could be added through NAIO
whenever it became necessary. The Chairman of
our committee has quite rightly drawn our atten-
tion to this point.
These events demonstrate more than ever that
WEU must be developed and must as quickly as
possible be given a real operational capability so
that we can respond whenever necessary, alone if
appropriate, and outside the Atlantic Alliance
if need be, but of course, in compliance with
international law as laid down by the United
Nations.
I, in turn, would like to thank the Rapporteur
and Chairman of the committee, who have suc-
ceeded in submitting to us a text which at least has
the advantage of existing and enabling us to
express our views because it is inconceivable and
unacceptable that we should remain silent on the
subject.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I have invited the next speaker to come down
from the gallery. I think that it is important that we
allow the voice of Croatia to be heard.
I call Mr. Domljan, an observer from Croatia.
Mr. DOMLJAN (ODserver from Croatia). -
Thank you Mr. President. Ladies and dear col-
leagues, we in Croatia are looking at the position
around Bihac with great concern. It is not only
that Bosnian Serbs continue to defy the internatio-
nal community, but they are supported by the
rebel Serb forces from Croatia. In fact, the Bihac
pocket is attacked from three sides 
- 
by Bosnian
Serbs, Croatian Serbs and rebel Muslim forces
who joined the Serbs. It is not a matter of military
superiority, as somebody said recently. It is not a
matter of the superiority of one side over the
other, but of being attacked from three sides by
more and better-equipped armies. The Bosnian
army, which is in the Bihac pocket, is cut off
without a regular supply of ammunition, food and
other logistical support.
The worst and most unacceptable fact is that
Croatian territory is used for launching attacks
against other internationally recognised countries.
Croatia has protested, but more or less in vain. It
is now quite clear that Bosnia-Herzegovina is
exposed to open aggression, not only from Serbia,
but from occupied parts of Croatia. We must not
allow ourselves to be fooled any longer. Serbia
and Serbs in general must not be rewarded for
aggression, but punished. They must be forced to
stop killing civilians and destroying towns and
villages. Genocide must not be tolerated.
Is it really ffue that the international community
is unable to stop the aggression or is there a com-
plete lack of political will to do anything? Do we
agree to the unprecedented statement made here
yesterday by President Iliescu that what is going
on in Bosnia is not even a religious war? I am sure
that all of us here disagree with such a statement
and such a description of what is happening in
Bosnia-Herzegovina. We all know that Muslims
exist and that they are the main target of attack
and subject to mass killings and ethnic cleansing.
Croatia is co-operating with the international
community. It has signed the Washington Agree-
ment and has accepted the plan put forward by the
contact group. Croatia refrained from intervening
when the rebel Serbs from Croatia attacked Bihac.
Croatia is still prepared to be patient in order to
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help the international community and the contact
group to do something and to take some additio-
nal, firm and decisive steps to stop aggression and
killings and to save Bihac, which must not be allo-
wed to fall, to be destroyed or its inhabitants to be
slaughtered. Bihac must not become a second
Vukovar.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you Mr. Domljan
for your timely intervention.
I next call Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout.
Mrs. GELDERBLOM-LANKHOUT (Nether-
lands). 
- 
Thank you. In my country and in Europe
next year we celebrate the fact that fifty years ago
we promised each other that we would never
again have war. It is happening again 
- 
what have
we done with our promise? Two hours away on a
plane, killings are happening again.
I fully agree with Mr. van Mierlo 
- 
the senti-
ments were eloquently rephrased by Lord Fins-
berg 
- 
that we are ashamed. What shall we answer
our children when they ask, not what cannot be
done, but what can be done? Some fifty years ago
Jews begged the international community to
bomb the train knowing that they would be killed.
It was not done. Now, we could bombard, not the
ffain, but the railroad. However, that is not done.
Why do not we make a greater study of what can
be done? Why do not we, who sit here and make
speeches, deliver the police force that is being
requested for Mostar? Why are we considering
withdrawing our casques bleus? If we make
speeches here it gives us a responsibility to act in
our national parliaments and remind ourselves
that what happened fifty years ago must never
happen again and our promise must not become
an empty one.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I next call Mr. de Lip-
kowski.
Mr. de LIPKOWSKI (France) (Translation). 
-
The tragedy we are discussing underlines yet
again the shame and powerlessness of the interna-
tional community in this terrible affair. I shall not
go back over the past: others have already done
so. We could have taken military action right at
the start in a number of ways on the spot to pre-
vent the tragedy. We did not do so and we shall
not do so but it is clear that neither the United
Nations, nor NAIO nor WEU will opt to take
decisive military action. I do not want us to add to
this crisis the spectacle of our political differences
as is happening. I am referring to the inadmissible
attitude of the United States which, by withdra-
wing from the embargo arrangements, has given a
fresh kick-start to the war. The first lesson of this
is that this crisis between the United States and
Europe is probably, with a due sense of propor-
tion, the worst since Suez because there has never
been such a wide gulf betweon them. In a world
which now has only a single focus of power, the
United States is behaving with totally unaccep-
table disregard because it has both gone against
United Nations resolutions for which it voted and
broken a consensus within NATO in which it had
joined. We cannot remain dependent on a nation
which behaves in this way and as others and Mr.
De Decker most strikingly of all have said, thisjustifies the political and military emergence of
our organisation. This is probably the only thing
on the credit side from this crisis; it has made us
much more aware that WEU is more indispen-
sable than ever so that we do not have to depend
solely on the decisions of the great American
power, provided we show ourselves to be united
because it would be dreadful and prejudicial to the
credibility of our organisation if divisions appea-
red between Europeans. At a time when we are
seeking to assert ourselves it would be extremely
dangerous to weaken ourselves by allowing dis-
agreements to appear between us. I say this
speaking as a friend to our German friends, who I
regret to say, appear to be lining up with the Uni-
ted States in this matter and asking that the embar-
go be lifted.
Over the next few days we shall be discussing
this question in a number of international bodies.
The contact group is meeting in Brussels on 2nd
December, with Germany taking parq on 5th and
6th December the CSCE will be holding a minis-
terial conference in Budapest; in the meanwhile,
Mr. Jupp6 and Mr. Douglas Hurd will have been
in Belgrade; next Thursday and Friday, there will
be a ministerial meeting of the NATO countries.
Therefore now or never is the time to show in
these different international bodies, that WEU
speaks with one voice. What would be the use of
all our discussions this morning if, over the next
few days, we show ourselves to be divided at
meetings which will most cenainly be discussing
the tragic events in Bihac. It would then be point-
less to say that we are emerging politically and
militarily on the international scene. Now or
never is the time to show that facing the United
States there is a European power which knows
what it wants and what it is saying.
What should this European power be saying? It
should be saying what has been so well expressed
by our excellent Rapporteur, Mr. Roseta, and
included in the draft recommendation. Mr. Roseta
has made a remarkable intellectual effort with the
help of the Chairman of the Political Committee
to show that a political solution is absolutely
essential and that WEU should throw all its
weight behind such a solution.
For all these reasons, if we do not adopt unani-
mously the views expressed by Mr. Roseta, what
credibility would we have over the next few days
in the various international bodies? How could we
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say that "WEU thinks that ..." if some of its lea-
ding members do not agree on the position adop-
ted? We must assert ourselves; our credibility is at
stake.
I therefore solemnly appeal to our colleagues
who abstained or who voted against in the com-
mittee, so that a unanimous vote can shortly be
given in favour of the draft recommendation
which we discussed this morning in the Political
Committee.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you very much.
I call Mr. Mitolo.
Mr. MITOLO (ltaly) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall not conceal from you or from all my
colleagues that I am both exasperated and disap-
pointed as I get up to speak. By a series of coinci-
dences, shuttling between the European Parlia-
ment, the Italian Parliament and the various
assemblies over the last three years, I have regu-
larly come up against a number of motions or
resolutions concerned with the problems of for-
mer Yugoslavia and in particular with the most
serious of those problems. The bald truth is that
votes and decisions in words are taken on these
subjects every time, and regularly we come back
the next time to the same debates, the same sub-
jects and the same expressions of condemnation.
Powerless to help, we stand by watching genocide
in action and peoples massacred caught up as they
are in events we all interpret one way or another
but for the most part condemn because without
the slightest doubt they have to be condemned.
I am really embarrassed at having to give my
modest support, a vote for a recommendation for
the umpteenth time, convinced as I am 
- 
I hope
previous speakers will forgive me for saying this
as I respect their erudition, intelligence and serious
sense of responsibility 
- 
that yet again we shall be
voting to no purpose. How is it possible for us to
have so organised a world and a powerftrl, armed
alliance like the United Nations with its vast
potential at both political and strictly military
level, and yet be forced to acknowledge that the
whole world, for all its organisation, is being lau-
ghed at by a little army and a small group of poli-
ticians still in charge of Serbia; how is it possible
that peoples' hopes that peace will be restored in
the Balkans should be dashed yet again?
As Latin has been used, I will observe that once
again, dum Romae consultitur Saguntum expu-
gnatur, (while they are talking in Rome they are
fighting in Saguntum): too much chatter and too
few effective, serious and well-informed deci-
sions, even if we know that some decisions invol-
ve pain and suffering but help to resolve certain
situations. Otherwise, the principle of vae victis
(woe to the vanquished) still applies and balances
of power ultimately prevail. That is our bitter
conclusion when we find today that the United
States is virtually abandoning responsibility and
is no longer prepared to collaborate with the
European forces directly involved in the mainte-
nance of peace in that area.
I shall say no more as I agree with most of the
speeches we have already heard. I congratulate
Mr. Roseta and Mr. de Puig for their magnificent
work but have to admit that I shall be voting sick
at heart and feeling very bitter and exasperated.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you very much.
I now call Mr. Martinez.
Mr. MARTINEZ (Spain). 
- 
Most of what one
could say has already been said in the debate, so I
take the floor merely to support the text of the
document and to commend the efforts of the com-
mittee.
It is true that we all feel impotent, as Lord Fins-
berg said so clearly, but we should also feel res-
ponsible. We cannot just come here and blame our
governments. They are no more than what we tell
them to do 
- 
that at least is how it should be in
democratic states under the rule of law. So it is not
governments' fault, it is ours. We must face up to
the responsibility.
Sometimes I am not too impressed by what
some of our colleagues have to say. Listening to
my friend Mr. Rodrigues I had the feeling that he
has become an orphan 
- 
he has lost his God, but
fortunately he still has the devil with whom to
keep faith. It matters not whether the devil is Ger-
many, NATO, the Americans or Europe. At least
he is there, so we may still have something to
believe in.
Were it not for the fact that dogmatism has been
shown to lead to chaos and nothingness, I might
feel jealous of those with dogma. For those like us
who believe in neither God nor devil, it can be
almost tempting to envy some people's dogma-
tism.
We are responsible now for what is to be done,
not just for what has been done or has not been
done. We are talking about a political solution, as
proposed by the so-called contact group of Eur-
ope, the United States and Russia. It was a precise
plan, submitted to all the belligerents. It was unsa-
tisfactory for everyone, because it fulfilled no
one's expectations, but it was a compromise 
- 
not
as an end in itself but as a moment for challenging
events and making people live in peace once
agiun.
Even if it was not satisfactory the Bosnian
Government accepted it; only one party to the
conflict, the Bosnian Serbs, challenged the inter-
national community 
- 
world opinion 
- 
by not
accepting a reasonable compromise.
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We have to return to that compromise 
- 
there is
no other way. It is the plan of the international
community, and those who have refused to accept
it.are challenging international opinion 
- 
challen-
gmg us.
What can we do? Those who support a political
solution believe that it should be reinforced with
arguments powerful enough to ensure that it is
implemented: anything else would be wishful
thinking. We cannot afford wishful thinking
when, every day, people are being killed.
We cannot consider bombing an airport so care-
fully that we avoid the planes which are dropping
napalm on Bihac. It was probably more difficult
to avoid the planes than to destroy them. We exer-
cise such care in avoiding those planes because
we wish to protect a political solution and not
have to launch an invasion.
We face a paradox. We have to use force to
make sure that the political solution is implemen-
ted. The hlue helmets are in danger, and will be in
even more danger, and we are doing a good
humanitarian job. But we must allow the blue hel-
mets to take serious measures to defend them-
selves.
My only comment on what others have said is
that we have to use Belgtade, which said that it
accepted the contact group plan. It is not a ques-
tion of trusting or not trusting: it is a question of
needing to trust, and of implementing the mea-
sures necessary to make Belgrade do what it said
it would. We have not tried very hard.
United States policy is erratic, which should not
surprise us: the Americans are observing their own
priorities, as they have done for years. We need
more Europe, more consistency. As our Dutch
friend, Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout said, this must
never happen again, and we cannot afford one step
backwards.
So: more Europe, more consistency, more sup-
port for a political solution, but one with strength
behind it and probably military action. We have
the technological means: we cannot seriously
believe that fog prevents our bombing a target.
Planes land in fog in all our cities. How can we
accept such an explanation?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Martinez.
The next speaker is Mr. P6criaux.
vtr. pECrueUX @elgium) (Translation). - Mr.
President, two highly political points have been
made. The first concerned our duty, that of reflec-
ting what our populations feel, expressing it here
in this forum, and if necessary reminding the
Assembly that we are elected by the people, as
Mr. Caro liked to say.
As an elected representative of the people, very
much aware of the feelings of the electorate, may
I say that Belgium knows what it is talking about
when it comes to humanitarian intervention. The
work it has done in Rwanda and former Yugosla-
via has been described as outstanding and excep-
tional. In tragic situations of this kind we have our
own humanitarian sensibilities. This means, and
here I agree with Mr. Martinez, that we can imme-
diately imagine what such situations mean for
United Nations blue beret ftoops and hostages.
My next point is that I wonder whether we are
really actors and decision-makers. We meet here
in an international assembly chosen by national
elections; each of us represents his national par-
liament. So I would remind you all that the deci-
sions we take here may not necessarily be endor-
sed by national parliaments.
We must all recognise what our power consists
of. We are neither national governments nor natio-
nal parliaments but their representatives, even if
in this WEU forum we may think we have power
to act or decide. Let us not forget this.
Another question is whether our analysis, based
on a western viewpoint, is complete. Much was
said this morning about the r6le of the United
States and of each individual country. I would also
remind you that some of us went to Russia on an
official mission to meet the Russian authorities.
Mr. Roseta, who headed the mission, can bear out
what I say. There are some great actors 
- 
I weigh
my words 
- 
and influential personalities in the
political arena in former Yugoelavia, who have a
contribution to make. In particular, we met one
outstanding politician who took part in the nego-
tiations.
To conclude, I still believe profoundly and sin-
cerely in a political solution to the conflict and it
is the approach we should advocate in our repre-
sentations with all concerned. We must really urge
the contact group to go all out for a political solu-
tion, where this is possible, provided that all the
actors are involved. If the number of actors or
decision-makers has to be increased, then so be it.
But I repeat, let there be careful consideration
before any action is taken which might bring tra-
glc consequences.
I will conclude by recalling Mr. de Lipkowski's
view, which I share. We must try to act unani-
mously in this parliamentary Assembly and sound
a warning with the authority we command but
bearing in mind the authority we do not have.
Let us approve the draft recommendation even
if we are not all entirely satisfied with it. As far as
I am concerned, I am in favour of the power of
conversation and political dialogue.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. I shall now ask
Mr. Roseta briefly to sum up. I shall also ask
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Mr. de Puig to speak, for reasons that I gave a few
moments ago.
Lord MACKIE of BENSHIE (United King-
dom). 
- 
I raise not a point of order, but a point of
information. I do not care much for the recom-
mendation, but I would support it if the committee
would make it clear that, considering the timeli-
ness of "using all appropriate means", it includes,
if considered so, the use of force.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Perhaps that point can be
addressed by the Rapporteur when he responds.
I call Mr. Roseta.
Mr. ROSETA (Portugal) (Translation). 
- 
Thank
you everyone for your very kind words, and parti-
cularly for the understanding you have shown for
this very difficult task. Without the firm and reso-
lute support of Mr. de Puig, Chairman of the
committee, it would have been impossible to
reach a conclusion in so short a time. Naturally I
am also grateful to the secretariat for its help but
Mr. de Puig's was decisive in enabling us to
reach an acceptable solution. As Mr. De Decker
rightly said, it would have been inconceivable in
the present situation to meet for a week, and not
express our view on the gravity of what is going
on. Thanks to you all, our Assembly will be able
to declare that view today.
Naturally I myself am not entirely satisfied.
Political texts tend to be a compromise. Widely
differing positions have been voiced, but what is
important is the Assembly's determination that
the Council and other organisations be asked to
find a solution to this problem, at two levels, as I
shall explain.
I thank Lord Finsberg, who knows better than I
do, of course, the uneasy burden bome by parlia-
mentarians. Parliamentarians express a will, they
try to mobilise public opinion and governments,
but they have no power, in fact, to act. We draft
documents, we play politics, but we have no
power to perform miracles or go into action.
Mr. Baumel well knows what I mean and I
agree entirely with what he said. As everyone
knows, politics is the science of the possible. In
the present situation, with the powerlessness of
the United Nations, NAIO, etc. and the attitude of
our governments, confirmed only yesterday in
this forum by the Netherlands Minister, the Presi-
dent of the Council, and by the ministers of other
countries, all we can do is to see what can be
done and at least not remain silent in the face of
tragedy.
I also wholly agree with Mr. De Decker. He set
out clearly the three possible solutions and then
explained how two were completely impossible.
To quote what he said, it would be entirely
impracticable to withdraw the UNPROFOR
troops and leave Bosnia, or to have NAIO or
other military forces intervene. The only solution
really left is to strengthen UNPROFOR and seek
a political solution by appropriate means.
I thank Mr. Rodrigues for his kind words. I also
spoke of our individual responsibility in recent
years for the aggravation of the situation in former
Yugoslavia. We are not historians. History will bejudge of what has happened and we ourselves
shall be judged, as will our govemments and the
organisations we referred to.
It is easy to condemn human rights violations,
genocides and holocausts perpetrated in the past.
Everyone condemns them today and agrees that
they must never be allowed to happen again. The
problem is our accepting here and now what is
happening today. Historical condemnation is for
historians. They can help us understand what hap-
pened in Europe in the past.
The question that I ask you, Mr. Rodrigues, is
what do we do? If one people attacks others, if it
seeks to annex land and kills tens of thousands -
or even millions as has happened 
- 
of innocent
people, what should we do? We should always
look for political solutions up to the last possible
point. Then, if political solutions will not work we
come to the two levels referred to in the draft
recommendation, which perhaps you have not
understood.
The text recommends making "one last effort to
find a political solution to the conflict, in view of
the negotiations in progress on the basis of the
proposals of the contact group" and consideration
of "the timeliness of using all appropriate means
to prevent further massacres...". Do you think
that public opinion in Europe will go on accepting
the slaughter of what may 
- 
why not? 
- 
be mil-
lions of people, as in the past, without doing or
saying anything? Paragraph | (b) of the draft
recommendation does not propose a non-political
solution to the conflict. It recommends the Coun-
cil to consider the timeliness of using other means
to prevent massacres.
Mr. Korakas is right to suggest we should
replace the precept: si vis pacem para bellum, by:
si vis pacem para pacem. This is excellent advice,
but only valid if everyone obeys it. We cannot let
some people disobey and take advantage of it to
conquer and kill.
I fully understand what the observer from Croa-
tia said. I shall make no comment on what Mr. de
Lipkowski and Mr. P6criaux said, since I fully
agree with them.
The important thing is to have a position expres-
sing a clear political will with the Council asses-
sing the means required. As I said a short while
ago, the Council will be answerable like any other
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executive political body and our governments will
be answerable, not only to history but to their
peoples, national parliaments and even to us.
With the President's permission, I should like to
say now, so as not to have to speak again, that
I accept the oral amendment that Mrs. Baarveld-
Schlaman wants to table. This is to amend the
words "one last" in the second line of para-
graph 1 (a) of the draft recommendation, to read
"a new", the point being that it is better to ask for
"a new effort" to find a political solution to the
conflict rather than "one last effort", which could
give rise to varying and confused interpretations.
In conclusion, I thank you for your help in per-
forming this almost impossible task. Ultimately,
however, it is you who are responsible, not I, since
you chose me. With the help of the committee,
your own and that of Mr. de Puig, I think that we
shall succeed in approving a wording which is not
empty, but has content and expresses political
will, for that is the parliamentarians' r6le 
- 
to
express political will.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We are very much up
against time. I ask you, Mr. de Puig, to be extre-
mely brief and then I shall put the matter to the
vote.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Presi-
dent, as Chairman of the committee I would like
to begin by thanking all the members of the com-
mittee for the contribution they have made, and
everyone who has spoken in the debate today. I
am grateful not only for their speeches, but for
their understanding and flexibility. First, Mr.
Roseta was prepared not only to seek a positive
compromise, but also to show flexibility in his
willingness to change the original text and find a
formula which met with everyone's approval.
Mr. President, I do not have a lot to add to the
thoughts and analyses of my colleagues, but I
would like to mention one matter which I feel
affects me, indeed all of us, personally.
Throughout the debate on Monday, yesterday
and today, in the committee, the words hypocrisy
and cynicism have been used on several occa-
sions. There has been talk of cynical attitudes or
hypocritical attitudes, with reference to the stance
taken by one person or another. What I would like
to say is that the document which is the fruit of
our labours is neither cynical nor hypocritical. It
would have been both hypocritical and cynical to
have produced a resolution calling for military
intervention, because we know that this is not
pggsille, that military intervention means sending
200 000 men and that is not possible. It is noi
possible, because our governments would not
agree to it, because our parliaments would not
agree to it, because it would not have been appro-
ved here in this plenary meeting. It would have
been a cynical gesture.
Mr. De Decket who is the initiator of the draft
recommendation we are discussing today, has
indeed been good enough to be the initiator, but
has also been good enough to be neither cynical
nor hypocritical, and has altered the original pro-
posal to send multinational forces to Bosnia so as
to find a balanced formula which would not result
in our having to request what is literally impos-
sible and hypocritical.
On the other hand, however, and here I have to
mention the intervention of our communist col-
leagues, even in a peaceful speech there is also
cynicism and hypocrisy. Today we cannot rule out
the possibility of serious coercion against the
aggressors. It is not being neutral to say only poli-
tical means, only a political solution, when we are
dealing with a group which is not interested in
politics, but only in aggression and weapons. To
support only political discussion and rule out the
possibility ofaction, coercion, deterrence by force
is, in my view to take a stance which is neither
realistic nor neutral. It is encouraging barbarism
and in actual fact it is not being neuffal, but sup-
porting one camp. We tried to find a formula
which was neither hypocritical nor cynical.
Mr. President, I will conclude by saying that our
document is an appeal to the international com-
ryulity to use all available means to oppose the
barbarians, knowing as we do that military inter-
vention is not possible, that a military solution is
not possible, but knowin!, at the same time, that
there is the possibility, for example, of putting
pressure on NAIO.
There is a r6le for NAIO which it has not so far
played, without further decisions, either in the
United Nations or in our organisation; this is a
r6le 
_it gould play, and could already have played,
as Mr. Martinez said, by means of bombing mis-
sions which were more military exercises than
actions, and we could have put pressure on the
Eosnian Serbs, who are mainly responsible for the
situation, and prevented the massacres that have
taken place.
For these reasons, Mr. President, I appeal for the
support of the entire Assembly, including the very
few representatives who voted against this text iir
committee, because the text represents the balan-
ced, but firm, stance which is called for at the
moment both by the situation and by this Assem-
blv.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We shall now vote on the
draft recommendation contained in Document 1450.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules and Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assemblv will vote
by roll-call on the draft recommendati6n.
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Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call? ...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft recommendation is agreed to by a
sub stantial maj ority t .
I shall allow Mr. Soell and Mr. Hardy to make
very brief explanations of their votes.
Mr. SOELL (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
hesident, I very much regret that at the end of my
time in this Assembly, to which I have belonged
for more than ten years, I had to vote no on such
an important subject. At the same time I respect
all those who share with me the sadness and-bit-
terness we have now been expressing for more
than three years in various debates. I know that
many members share my perception and have also
set it out in resolutions.
Two and a half years ago, when this Assembly
elected me its President, I said: safe areas must b-e
protected, otherwise the relevant United Nations
decisions are pointless. That includes using the
necessary means, i.e., destroying heavy weaponry
wherever it may be located. I still think that is the
right thing to do. That is why I could not vote for
this draft recommendation.
A common perception of the real situation 
-
which, as I said yesterday and the day before, is
the only prerequisite for a common security poli
cy 
- 
means not misrepresenting it. To our-Greek
colleague who said a moment ago that this
conflict had been provoked by foreign interven-
tion, all I can say is: that is absurd. There may
have been tactical errors after the conflict began,
committed by the government of my country, for
instance, and which I have criticised. But you
have to read what the communist nomenklatura in
Belgrade said in the 1980s to inflame this conflict.
When he was deposed in 1987, Mr. Stambolic
told his successor as prime minister in Belgrade,
Mr. Milosevic: if you back nationalism in order
to stay in power when the great changes come,
you will destroy not just Yugoslavia but the very
existence of the Serbian people.
When there are calls for the Serbs to win back,
so to speak, historical territories as well 
- 
Kosovo
for instance 
- 
I wonder about the logic of Greek
policy, on the one hand criticising the reference to
the Star of Vergina with respect to Macedonia,
which does in a sense imply a historical claim to
Greek territories, and on the other hand suppor-
ting the Serbian policy, which is precisely to lay
historical claim to territories now inhabited by
others. I do not understand that logic.
I repeat: I have respect for those who voted dif-
ferently from myself. I could not do otherwise
than vote against.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I call Mr. Hardy.
Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). 
- 
I did not put
my name on the list of speakers because I belie-
ved that the British members who had their
names down to speak would say words that were
acceptable to my colleagues and me. But as the
debate developed and one read the report, I came
increasingly to the view that this is an occa-
sion on which one can justify using the word,
"pathetic".
There has been a certain amount of criticism of
the United States, but even American politicians
who may have spent $20 million on their re-elec-
tion are entitled to say, "This is on Europe's door-
step; what has Europe done about it?" '
During the debate, we have had calls for confe-
rences. There have been innumerable meetings 
-
which some of us have attended in the Council of
Europe 
- 
where we have seen an absolute lack of
wisdom. It is reasonable to point out that the
Americans might rightly have said that if Europe
1s prepaled to have European people protected by
Bangladeshi soldiers with only one rifle between
four men, then Europe must be sick. America is
entitled to say that European organisations have
had adequate information.
Some of us have raised the question about mem-
ber states of the European Cbmmunity allowing
the embargoes to be breached. But when chair--
men of the Council of Ministers of this organisa-
tion say, "Yes, we have all the information but it
will remain confidential" and we can produce
only a report that means nothing 
- 
the Rapporteur
and Chairman have more or less acknowledged
that their governments and parliaments will-do
nothing about it 
- 
we are entitled to say that it is
pathetic and I rather regret that I voted for it.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I have been notified that
Mr. Rodrigues wishes to speak and, provided that
he is brief,I shall call him.
Mr. RODRIGUES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-I also voted against the draft recommendation in
committee, where I explained that it contained an
insurmountable contradiction. One cannot at one
and the same time say a solution must be political
and open the door to a military solution, as is
implied in several paragraphs.
Mr. Roseta asks what must be done. History
will one day judge. I am against military interven-
tion: the more intervention projects there are in
former Yugoslavia, the worse will be the resultsl. See page 38.
153
TENTH SITTINGOFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES
Mr Rodrigues (continued)
and the greater the disaster. Evely intervention,
every aiiattack, every shot, produces disastrous
results.
As regards the use of the words hypocritical and
cvnicallin association with the word communist,
t6t me make it clear to avoid any misunderstan-
ding, that at no time in committee or in my speech
travl t used these terms about members of the
Assembly. I am proud to be a communist, but I
believe lhat people should respect each other
whatever theii ideological differences. Yesterday
I oaid tribute to Mr. Soell, whom I consider as an
eiample of dignity in this Assembly, though ideo-
logicilly we are at opposite pqles. People can
un?erstind each other, agree, ialk to each other
and be friends, even if their ideas are worlds apart
and it is that, incidentally, that will one day make
peace possible in EuroPe.
The PRESIDENT. - I apologise to our guest,
Mr. Livio Caputo. If I had known that the debate
was to continue for another twenty minutes I
would have adjourned it. I had high hopes of it
being over shortly after mid-day, but it has proved
otherwise.
8. Address by Mr. Caputo, Under'Secr-etary
of Sute for Foreign Affairs of halY
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We are pleased to see you
here, Mr. Caputo, representing your Minister, Mr.
Martino who, much to our disappointment, was
unable to be with us. In my opening speech yes-
terday I noted that Mr. Martino is presently the
Chaiirnan-in-Office of the Conference on Securi-
ty and Co-operation in Europe. I imagine that he
witt Ue verymuch involved in next week's sum-
mit in Budipest. It seems as though the CSCE is
about to undergo some considerable reorganisa-
tion. It represents a gathering of European states
on a wide-scale 
- 
there are now more members in
the CSCE than there were members of the United
Nations at the outset.
We are pleased to see Mr. Caputo here_today
and we stritl be interested to hear from the Italian
presidency, particularly about the C-SCE. Italy'
iike all our cbuntries, is a prisoner of its geogra-
phy. We all know how effective Italy has been on
the western shore of the Adriatic in hosting and
organising a range of operations involving former
Yugoslavia.
Mr. Caputo, your personnel have been very
much in the front line on the Danube. Many of my
colleagues and I were impressed by the Comman-
dant of WEU operations, Colonel Angelo Cardile
and his multinaiional team when we visited Cala-
fat in Romania three weeks ago.
The wider Mediterranean atrea is of particular
concern to you at present, as it is to us in the WEU
Assembly. I hope that we shall be lending our sup-
port to the new attempt to give substance to a
Conference on Security and Co-operation in the
Mediterranean next year.
I call on you, Mr. Caputo, to address us. I
understand that you are prepared to answer qnes-
tions 
- 
we have some for you. I repeat that I am
sorry to have kept you waiting.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secrctary of State for
Foreign Affairs of ltaly) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident-, ladies and gentlemen, it is a great honour
for me to be able to attend this meeting of the
WEU parliamentary Assembly whlct1 gives me a
chance to explain on behalf of the Italian Govem-
ment and the Minister, Mr. Martino, who unfortu-
nately is unable to speak today and has_asked me
to convey his warmeit greetings to yog, Mr. Presi-
dent, and to all the members of parliament here
present, the basic lines of Italian policy regarding
the new structure of European security and more
especially regarding WEU.I should like to give a
sp-ecial greeting to the new Italian parliamentary
delegation whiih is attending this Assembly for
the frrst time and to hope that their work will be
consffuctive and fruitful. I see that the delegation
was active this morning when one of the problems
vital to Europe was debated and I can say 
_ftat
after hearing the last speaker, I believe that the Ita-
lian Governhent can endorse in full the objectives
of the motion just aPProved.
Italy is very interested in the decision-making
process which has been going on for some years
wittr ttre aim of adapting the structures of Euro-
pean security to thechanged international reali-
ties. This complex and difficult process will take a
long time andbe just as lengthy and laborious as
the process of establishing European security was
after the second world war.
In the light of what has been happening over the
last few days, we do not wish to abandon what can
be defined as security achievements, including the
political commitments painfully entered into in the
CSCE,. Nor is it our intention to abandon the inte-
grated approach to threats to our security which
has been hammered out over the almost fifly years
of existence of the Atlantic Alliance. There are a
number of reasons why today we need to face our
security problems together. These reasons are as
followi. -(a) Despite the distressing events of
recent days, that approach has produced positive
results, for the West at least, in recent decades. (b)
The strength and credibility of the structures to
which various states belong, all of the same nature
and determined to meet their defence problemsjointly, have grown. (c) We need to aim at lower
defence costs based on combining the forces of a
number of countries for the purpose of greater
effectiveness and political credibility.
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It may be objected that faced with the crisis of
the last few days, when there has even been talk of
a possible split in the Atlantic Alliance, these
remarks may seem to have been overtaken by
events. I do not accept this and maintain that the
same principles are itill valid today and that is
why we continue to give them our support. But, as
I have said, we have to adapt the existing struc-
tures, as we are doing, to the new realities. And
here it is above all WEU that has to be involved.
Everyone knows that for a long time WEU was
called the sleeping beauty of European security.
In recent years, however, the situation has chan-
ged and we have all recognised the need to reacti-
vate the organisation; it was, in fact, in Rome in
1984 that thought was given for the first time to
strengthening and enhancing the structures of
WEU.
Since then, Italy has taken a leading rdle in both
debate and action to further the reactivation of the
organisation. It has never been our idea to replace
NATO which retains all its cenffal r6le as the
linchpin of our defence and the principal forum
for consultation and transatlantic collaboration in
the matter of security. We must recognise, how-
ever, that as the threat has in fact changed, Euro-
peans must take on increased responsibilities not
only for national defence but also for the mainte-
nance of peace and stability both in Europe and
worldwide. In earlier speeches, I sensed a feeling
of frustration which we all share and which we
must all seek to remove.
Europe must therefore acquire a higher profile;
changes in the field of security must go ahead
side-by-side with the extension of co-operation in
all the other sectors covered by the Maastricht
Treaty. This is already the case, both in the foreign
and security policy of the European Union and in
the framework of WEU. These developments can-
not fail to have repercussions which we hope will
be positive and constructive at Atlantic level also.
That is why we think it logical that WEU should
benefit from the structures and commands which
NATO is ready to put at its disposal, particularly
under the plan which still has to be worked out in
full for combined joint task forces.
We cannot ignore the institutional aspects,
regarding which we believe a great deal has been
done. If some prominence is to be given to WEU
it may derive from the fact that up till now struc-
tural changes have been given greater emphasis
than operational changes. Recently, the main
WEU agencies have suddorly undergone substan-
tial changes. I am referring to participation by our
European and Atlantic partners in the work of
WEU as associate members, observers and asso-
ciate partners. This is a development which we
welcome provided it is quite clear that there must
be a measure of balance between the cost and
benefits of such enlargement. I take the opportu-
nity to welcome, for the first time here, parlia-
mentarians from the counffies from the old Forum
of Consultation which are about to become for-
mally associate partners of WEU. It is our belief
that, through their presence here, they must become
net contributors to collective security and not sim-
ply beneficiaries of it. Unquestionably, their asso-
ciation with the decision-making organs of WEU,
such as the Permanent Council and the Ministerial
Council, constitutes an unprecedented advance, as
compared with the state of confrontation which
existed only a few years ago and with what is hap-
pening today in the other European and transat-
lantic organisations.
In parallel, somewhat latet the status of the
associate members was raised by the Kirchberg
declaration.
The adaptation of institutions is not yet com-
plete, moreover. The referendums held in Austria,
Sweden and Finland on accession to the European
Union will clearly have implications for WEU. I
can only express the Italian Government's regret
that Norway, which was the country nearest to
WEU, has not for the time being joined the Euro-
pean Union. The first tfuee countries named will
be able to opt to join the organisation as full mem-
bers or like Denmark and Ireland become obser-
vers. In the course of a recent visit to the new
member countries, I was struck by their great
interest in our organisation and the possibility that
their position may evolve quickly.
As I said earlier, the changes cannot be confined
to WEU's institutions. Thought must also be
given to the new functions defined in the Peters-
berg declaration, which are additional to the
contribution to the common defence under the
terms of Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and
Article V of the modified Brussels Treaty.
In order to win greater credibility, WEU will
have to demonstrate to everyone that it is in a
position to do something practical, particularly in
crisis sinlations. The results already achieved can-
not be ignored: the Sharp Guard operation in the
Adriatic and the enforcement of the embargo
against former Yugoslavia along the Danube 
-
two operations to which Italy has made and will
continue to make a leading confibution 
- 
are
the first tangible evidence of an operational capa-
bility.
I believe that the WEU Planning Cell must be
strengthened and in particular that it must be
given an intelligence section, able to keep a watch
at close range on crises as they arise and continue
and to prepare in advance measures for submis-
sion to decision by the Council in particularly
urgent cases and circumstances. It is only by
increasing the potential of this cell that the avai-
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lable forces, as they are usually called, will be
able to win greater credibility and to remove the
impression which today is perhaps particularly
justified that it only exists on paper. In addition to
strengthening the Planning Cell, we see four basic
areas for development: the availability of multina-
tional forces such as the European corps at imme-
diate readiness, the naval air force, the rapid
deployment force and other forces made available
by member states, whose terms for use have to be
decided; the availability of command structures
which can be speedily activated and the possibil-
ity of using NATO facilities particulady as regards
intelligence. The Italian Government therefore
believes that with a view to giving Europe a grea-
ter economic and industrial interest, WEU should
have an independent satellite surveillance capabi-
lity, without in any way distrusting the United
States and the willingness of Washington to
release the available information, for one thing
because of its greater economic and industrial
interest for Europe.
But what has been done to date is not enough.
The changing international situation requires the
creation of flexible instruments to be used in the
different international scenarios. In the Italian
Government's view high priority must be given to
humanitarian aid. We have all seen pictures of the
horrific crisis in Rwanda and have been frusffated
to see how impotent the European multinational
bodies, including WEU, were to deal with that
catastrophe. It was precisely that disaster which
led Italy to call at the G-7 summit in Naples for
the formation of a humanitarian task force and it
is with great satisfaction that we note that WEU
was the first organisation to respond positively to
that call.
The establishment of a humanitarian task force
has therefore been approved in principle; it will
now be for all the partners to collaborate in laying
the foundation for an initiative which, in our opi-
nion, should be put into operation as quickly as
possible.
We see a proper balance between operational
developments and institutions as the essential pre-
requisite for the harmonious development of this
organisation.
We hope, therefore, that by the date of the 1996
intergovernmental conference, due to take place
under the Italian presidency of the European
Union, there will be a whole wealth of experience
and ideas which will enable us to take a major
leap forward.
We must therefore develop operational capabili-
ties and at the same time extend future options
including as a key element the current discussions
on a European defence policy. In our view, the
document approved by the Council of Ministers at
Noordwijk provides an excellent starting point
and we are very pleased that while it was being
negotiated it was given greater substance and
made more incisive. It is a balanced document
dealing, as it must, with the strictly European
dimension side-by-side with the transatlantic
dimension; the major outreach towards Central
Europe over the last few months is matched with
equal status by that towards the Mediterranean
which is of vital importance, not only for us Ita-
lians but also for Europe as a whole. The link ber
ween what is happening in foreign policy and in
security policy is essential; the important discus-
sions in the security group of the JFSP on the
interests of European security, on Cenffal Europe
and on the Mediterranean must, as the document
says, find a more strictly political and military res-
ponse within WEU. Not least of all, we apprecia-
te the acceptance of Italy's proposal that the text
in question should also cover the delicate question
of the nuclear deterrent. The fact that this is a sen-
sitive issue does not mean that we can ignore it if
we wish to deal realistically with the subject of
European defence.
The CSCE has perhaps the potential to make an
important contribution to peace and stability in
the Euro-Atlantic area. In this context, I would
stress its indispensable activity in the field of
preventive diplomacy and crisis-management:
the Baltic countries, Moldova, Ukraine, Tajikistan
and Georgia are all areas where Italy's chairman-
ship has been actively involved.
Two areas of conflict are, however, at present
concentrating the efforts of the CSCE. These are
former Yugoslavia as a whole and specifically
Bosnia-Herzegovina, where a long-term mission
has recently been set up in Sarajevo and where we
hope that in the very near future the CSCE will be
able to nominate the ombudsmen for whom the
constitution of that country provides, although
after recent events this may seem less important.
There is also Nagorno-Karabakh, where increa-
sing efforts are being made to set up a possible
CSCE multinational force to maintain peace and
to replace the exclusively Russian forces opera-
ting there at present. On this point, I can tell you
that a change is taking place in Moscow's attitude
which should fairly quickly lead on to the forma-
tion of such a force.
Lastly, I would like to record that over the past
twelve months relations between the CSCE and
WEU have been strengthened and consolidated,
in particular, by way of information provided by
the presidency to the Brussels Council. We must
in any case focus our efforts on a number of
essential aspects, including a clearer definition of
relations with the United Nations for which the
CSCE should be a key partner in preventing and
resolving regional crises, rationalisation of the
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CSCE structures to enhance its conflict-preven-
tion and crisis-management functions, a more
complete system of security standards by the final
drafting of a code of conduct, the harmonisation
of commitments and the planning of security
negotiations for the Balkms. In this respect, we
hope to be able to make substantial progress since
the Budapest summit.
In view of the gravity of the events which have
occurred and are still going on today in former
Yugoslavia, I decided not to devote a central part
of my speech to the question raised yesterday by
the head of a friendly state invited to this Assem-
bly, from whose speech a number of somewhat
disconcerting facts emerged. I have no wish to
become involved in disputing the terminology
used by President Kucan, although it does not
seem correct to me to argue that Italy is using
unfair tactics against Slovenia. The Slovene ques-
tion is a real problem which can and must be
resolved by a frank dialogue on clear bases. Two
basic principles of Italy's position which I should
like to reiterate can help us achieve this objective.
The first is that Italy has never made any territo-
rial claims against Slovenia. We believe, therefore,
that this question was resolved by the Osimo
Treaty; we would also point out, however, that
this treaty was signed by Italy with a state which
no longer exists, which was then totalitarian and
did not recognise private property.
Consequently, the problem of the status of pro-
perty confiscated from 350 000 Italians, who then
had to leave the territory handed over to former
Yugoslavia, can be reviewed on the basis of new
circumstances as provided for in Article 62 of the
Vienna Convention. This is the sole issue and in
my opinion it is not a question of revanchism as
was said yesterday, but rather a question of human
rights and restoration of former homes as required
by the Vancouver Convention.
The second principle is that we sincerely want
Slovenia in Europe. The Slovenes are our neigh-
bours; we have long-established relationships
with Slovenia and intend b develop other econo-
mic, cultural and human links. This process can-
not, however, be regarded as automatic; entry into
Europe, in fact, means accepting its values and
principles and it is exclusively on the basis of
those values that we have conducted our negotia-
tions with Ljubljana and intend to bring them to a
conclusion as soon as possible.
I should like to conclude by expressing our war-
mest appreciation and thanks to the retiring Secre-
tary-General, Mr. van Eekelen, for his successful
efforts during his term of office.
I should also like to offer my best wishes to the
new Secretary-General, Mr. Cutileiro.
WEU is an organisation which is consolidating
and needs a firm guiding hand which we are sure
we have found. This meeting also sees the end of
the Netherlands' six-month presidency of WEU.
As Italy held office for a year until June 1993, we
are only too well aware of the committed work
done by the Netherlands for which we wish to
offer our thanks.
Last of all, I must welcome the future Portu-
guese presidency. We have already started to col-
laborate on the basis of our experience. We shall
be glad to continue and extend it and offer our
best wishes for every success in this mission.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Caputo.
We have a number of questions and I would ask
those concerned to please ask questions and not
make speeches.
The first one comes from Mr. Pahor, an
observer from Slovenia.
Mr. PAHOR (Observerfrom Slovenia). 
- 
Slove-
nia remains committed to the development of the
best possible economic and other relations with
your country. However, we are firmly decided not
to step back in response to the unjust Italian
claims.
The Slovenian Government announced a proce-
dure regarding the purchase ofreal estate by forei-
gners. Are we right in believing that Italy now
welcomes that decision by agreeing to the man-
date for the start of negotiations on l9th Decem-
ber in Brussels?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of ltaly) (Translation). 
- 
We
welcomed the decision taken by the Slovenian
Government on 30th September last, to introduce,
before the conclusion of negotiations with the
European Union, an amendment to the constitu-
tion permitting European Union citizens to buy
property in Slovenia. We certainly believe that it
is on the basis of that undertaking that the Euro-
pean Union should negotiate.
We made every effort to add a bilateral declara-
tion to the unilateral decision which simply tables
an amendment. It does not approve it. The terms
of such a declaration had already been agreed
by the foreign ministers of the two countries at
Aquileia.
Subsequently, the Slovenian foreign minister
was disavowed by his government and yesterday
we were somewhat disconcerted to learn that he
was not even authorised to conclude the agree-
ment. Clearly, in a totally confused situation like
this, arising from a virtually unprecedented step 
-
a foreign minister disavowed by his own govern-
ment 
- 
we are seeking clarification of the situa-
tion before taking any decision.
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The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
We now have a question from Mr. Terry Davis.
Mr. DAVIS (United Kingdom). 
- 
At the begin-
ning of your address, you referred to our debate
this morning on Bosnia and the recommendation
that was carried almost unanimously. Will our
debate and the recommendation make any diffe-
rence to the attitude of the Italian Government
towards the situation in Bosnia?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of ltaly). 
- 
I think that our feelings
about Bosnia are more or less the same. The
recommendation has a certain validity, but it is
often another matter to carry out the recoillmen-
dations. As I said from the podium, we sympathise
with all that you have said. At the moment, we do
not know what else we can do in our brief term of
offrce to stop what is happening. As our foreign
minister said at the General Affairs Council
in Brussels, the Russian proposal has a certain
validity and on that basis action could be taken.
Very shortly in Belgrade, the Italian Government
will explore what is happening and what can be
done.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
The next question comes from Lord Finsberg.
Lord FINSBERG (United Kingdom). 
-Does the
Italian Minister accept that a treaty is binding and
that to try and change it after forty-odd years and
link it with something totally different is as unac-
ceptable to this Assembly as is the attitude of
Greece towards Macedonia?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of ltaly). 
- 
I am afraid that you
have got your dates wrong. This is not a peace
treaty; it is the treaty of Osimo of 1975 and the
Rome Agreement of 1983 in which the property
issues were settled as was the destiny of the free
territory of Trieste. I do not want to waste the time
of the Assembly with a long story about how this
came about. However, Osimo and Rome were not
peace treaties but agreements which we consider
to be absolutely valid, the exception being the
destiny of the property confiscated by the then
communist r6gime, which did not recognise pri-
vate property 
- 
even that of its own citizens, let
alone foreigners. That can be reviewed under
clause 62 of the Vienna Convention due to the
changed circumstances.
I repeat for the umpteenth time that we ask only
the following: first, the Slovenian constitution
must be amended to recognise the right of forei-
gners to buy property 
- 
it must be amended any-
how if Slovenia wants to enter Europe. We are
interested in our exiles but we accept that the
benefit will be extended to all European citizens.
Second, we seek that the confiscated property that
is still in state hands and has not been allotted to
any private citizen is returned to its original pro-
prietor in exchange for the amount in dollars
agreed in Rome in 1983, and of which only a limi-
ted amount has so far been paid. Third, should a
Slovenian citizen sell his house, which originally
belonged to an Italian citrzen, if that Italian citizen
so wishes, he has the frst right to buy it.
I do not think that those are revengeful demands.
Rather, they are inspired by a desire to redress a
wrong that was committed in the area at the time.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now call Mr. Latronico.
Mr. LATRONICO ( haly ) (Translation). - Thank
you, Mr. President. I should like to put two ques-
tions to Mr. Caputo. I understand why you did not
make too much of a point of the language used by
President Kucan. In his speech yesterday, how-
ever, President Kucan said that Italy was "black-
mailing" Slovenia in connection with its efforts to
become an associate member of the European
Union: do you think the word "blackmail" is
appropriate in the present circumstances?
My second question: we have learnt today that
the Slovenian Government is proposing to hold a
referendum among Slovenian citizens on the
claims and aspirations of Italians who were forced
by communism to abandon their land and pro-
perty. Do you think that such a referendum is
a legitimate and democratic instrument and in
line with the principles for the settlement of inter-
national disputes and the recognised rights of
minorities?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of haly) (Translation). 
- 
My fee-
ling is that to talk of blackmail in this case is not
only a misuse of language but a downright provo-
cation. We consider simply that Slovenia, which
recognised the change in circumstances in the
exchange of notes of July 1992, by which it
declared itself heir to the fteaties of Osimo and
Rome, should demonsftate its willingness to bring
itself into line with the usages, customs and habits
of the European Union which it hopes to join.
Clearly, it is within the powers of any govern-
ment to decide to hold a referendum but I wonder
whether this is compatible with the undertaking
already given by the Slovenian Government
to table an amendment to its constitution. In
any case, I do not think it right to interfere in the
internal decisions of the Slovenian Government
and I therefore leave it to those responsible to
decide whether such a move is appropriate in this
case.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I now call Mr. Benvenuti.
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Mr. BENVENUTI (Italy) (Translation). 
- 
In
your speech, Minister, you referred to the fact that
there is a substantial European consensus and
quite rightly underlined the r6le which Italy has
played and is still playing. My question is, there-
fore, do you not think that Italy, which rightly per-
forms the r6les you have mentioned and seeks
quite properly to protect its own interests, should
avoid entangling its own foreign policy in a dis-
pute with neighbouring Slovenia to the point of
making the accession of that country to the Euro-
pean Union and hence progress towards European
unity, dependent on the solution of that dispute?
Do you not think that it is a question from the
past which, though it must be faced and resolved,
should not prejudice the future like this? Do you
not think, finally, that both Italians and Slovenes
should in the end express words of wisdom and
that this question, wtrictr has once again been
debated at length and in great detail, should find a
fair solution in the European context?
I believe that the interests of ltaly, Slovenia and
Europe lie in that direction.If I may say so, Minis-
ter, the very fact that a few moments ago you took
the trouble to reply on this point shows to some
extent how it limits and conditions the internatio-
nal profrle of our counffy in Europe and in the
world.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of ltaly) (Translation). 
- 
I see that
our parliamentary opposition is active even here,
taking the opportunity to go further and at greater
length into a debate we have already had in the
Italian Parliament.
I would frst like to make it clear that we do not
believe that this dispute with Slovenia 
- 
which I
repeat was not started by the present government
but re-emerged two years ago before the events in
Bosnia gathered speed 
- 
can in any way be confu-
sed with what is happening. They are two separate
issues which must go ahead separately. I am glad
that you, Mr. Benvenuti, recognise that our
requests to the Slovenian Government are justi-
fied and this encourages me to pursue them fur-
ther. I do not agree, however, that our linking of
progress of negotiations with Ljubljana with the
accession of Slovenia to the European Union
blocks this process. I believe instead that before
welcoming with open arms 
- 
I would again repeat
- 
a new country into the European community, the
ground must be cleared of all doubts and misun-
derstandings dating from the past which we surely
all ought to bury but which, as we see, sometimes
come back to the surface.
And I would like to repeat here words which I
have used several times when speaking to the Slo-
venian negotiators: we have a long marathon to
run together. Before running this marathon, we
would wish that the wound 
- 
a moral wound 
-
which our country suffered and still feels should
be healed and to that end we seek the collabora-
tion of the Slovenian Government.
I reject, once again, the word revanchism which
was used yesterday. Ours is simply a claim forjustice in what, without using too violent an
expression but one which is now current has been,
all things considered, one of the first ethnic clean-
sings in that part of Europe.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Sole Tura.
IVIr. SOLE TURA ( Spain) (Translation). 
- 
Under-
Secretary of State, you have given a general
review of the European political scene. Do you
not think that staning a row with Slovenia 
- 
a sensi-
tive area in Europe and a row which could become
a frontier dispute, since political forces in Italy
are also in the government majority 
- 
might gen-
erate more conflicts likely to lead the region, and
Europe as a whole, into a situation of general cri-
sis with no way out? Let me now ask you a ques-
tion which may be blunt but is of great concern to
me. You signed an agreement with Yugoslavia
and you want to change this one with Slovenia.
Did you sign the agreement with Yugoslavia
because it was a strong country and do you wish
to revise the agreement with Slovenia because it is
a weaker country?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of haly) (Translation). 
- 
This
question seems to me irrelevant. At the end of the
war, we ceded eight thousand square kilometres
of land to Yugoslavia, thus settling the situation
arising out of the second world war. We signed the
agreement because across the table we had a com-
munist government which did not recognise pri-
vate property. We could not discuss a problem
with that government which for us, I repeat, was
the same as a human rights problem. We are now
dealing with a government which is sensitive to
this problem and from which we expect a gesture
of goodwill towards Slovenia. Returning a few
old houses against payment in dollars will not be
a tragedy for Slovenia but will allow investors to
be attracted and an area to be reconstructed which
needs it. The situation as settled by the peace
treaty will not be affected in any way.
I also reject the argument that this matter could
generate more conflict in Europe. I would just
remind you that Russia, which annexed Finnish
Karelia after the second world war, is now very
pleased that the 450 000 Finns who left the terri-
tory are today able to come back and buy houses
which once belonged to their families.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Tusek, an
observer from Austria.
ls9
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Mr. TUSEK (Observer from Austria) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Mr. Caputo, in your address you also
spoke of the changes that will occur in the Euro-
pean Union and in particular in Western European
Union as a result of the accession of the new
member states, Sweden, Finland and Austria. In
this context, you referred in decided terms to the
importance of Austria taking further steps. My
question here is: what possible funher steps do
you think these new members of the European
Union could take in the coming years, and what
should we do in anticipation of the 1996 intergo-
vernmental conference, in which we want to be
actively involved?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of ltaly) (Translation). 
- 
During a
visit to Vienna a few weeks ago I found that Aus-
tria is particularly interested in WEU, perhaps
more so than the Scandinavian countries. I believe
that the new member states of the European
Union must slowly move towards membership of
Western European Union, because that is in the
general interest. No one will urge them to hurry,
but we believe 
- 
and we are hearing the same
thing nowadays in relation to the different inter-
pretations of European security from our coun-
tries and America 
- 
that the member states of the
European Union should eventually all become
members of WEU as well.
lf we were to achieve that, we wouldprobably be
able to make great progress in the field of Euro-
pean security. It is likely that we would then have
a Europe more capable than it is now of taking its
own decisions in the field of security.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
At the end of a marathon
sitting I call Mr. Parisi.
Mr. PARISI (haly) (Translation). 
- 
Minister, I
have to say, frankly, that you have proved yourself
to be a not only careful but bravejournalist in gua-
ranteeing the continuous expression of our coun-
try's foreign policy towards the Community and
the alliances. You regretted there was no opposi-
tion but as the people's representative I found
myself agreeing with you on many points regar-
ding foreign policy.
I have noted that, on the subject of the dispute
with Slovenia, neither the opposition parties nor
members of the government have said anything
disputing our right to act in support of the aspira-
tions of our minorities. I would add that, yester-
day, President Kucan lost a great opportunity to
prove the maturity of the young Slovenian demo-
cracy by failing to give adequate reasons in reply
to the constructive requests made by both the
majority now governing Italy and the opposition.
Some of the requests for details made by Mr. Fas-
sino illustrate the point.
I would like to ask you the following question.
As Aquileia will be iesumed 
- 
and ttie'arrange-
ments for parliamentary elections in Slovenia
have probably caused any reference for serious
negotiations to be lost 
- 
is it true that similar pro-
blems with Croatia show that it would be possible
to repeat that example with Slovenia in a quieter
atmosphere, not poisoned by opposing electoral
positions, with Italy not resolving the problem
bilaterally, thereby putting our country into a
more defensible position and creating conditions
in which the problems can be resolved in agree-
ment with all other countries, bearing in mind that
what looks like a veto at European Union level is
in fact an inevitable postponement even if we
accept Slovenia immediately? I hope we do, since
the free movement of capital and therefore of
assets appears to me to be one of the essential fac-
tors for restoring rationality to the solution of the
specific problem we are discussing.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. CAPUTO (Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of ltaly) (Translation). 
- 
This was
what we hoped. After the Aquileia agreement, we
were on the point of lifting our reserve. Having to
deal with a government which disavowed its own
foreign minister who later accused his own
government of being prey to a kind of senseless,
nationalistic frenzy, caused us to think and pause
again. I would nevertheless like to assure the
questioner that we intend to take the negotiations
off ice as soon as possible, as soon, that is, as we
have guarantees that Slovenia is serious in saying
that it wishes to open its property market to all
European citizens and affirms that it can consider
an Italian request which, I repeat, was made two
years ago and has been the subject of long nego-
tiations in special committees and therefore, is
nothing fresh even for that country.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Minister, for
bearing with us after a late start and an even later
finish. You addressed us admirably and fluently in
Italian, French and English. I only wish that there
had been a greater variety of questions; they ten-
ded to concentrate on Slovenia 
- 
although I
recognise that strong views on that subject are
held on all sides. Still, we appreciate your visit. I
was pleased to hear what you had to say about the
Satellite Centre and the need for that sort of faci-
lity. Your support for it is most welcome.
Thank you very much indeed for coming here
today.
9. Change in the orders of the day
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I propose that the remai-
ning orders of the day be taken this afternoon.
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10. Date, time and orders of the day
of the next sitting
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I propose that the Assem-
bly hold its next public sitting this afternoon at
3.30 p.m. with the following orders of the day.
1. The development of a European space-based
observation system 
- 
Part III: (Presentation
ofand debate on the report ofthe Technologi-
cal and Aerospace Committee and vote on
the draft recommendation, Document 1436).
2. Co-operation between European space research
institutes (Presentation of and debate on the
report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee and vote on the draft resolution,
Document 1434 and amendment).
3. Transatlantic co-operation on European anti
missile defence (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Technological and Aeros-
pace Committee and vote on the draft recom-
mendation, Document 1435).
4. The readiness and capabilities of airforces in
WEU member states (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Defence Commit-
tee and votes on the draft recommendation
and draft order, Document 1444).
5. The WEU Institute for Security Studies (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee for Parliamentary and Public Rela-
tions and vote on the draft recommendation,
Document 1430).
6. Western European Union (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee for
Parliamentary and Public Relations and vote
on the draft order, Document 1431).
7. Address by Mr. Balladur, Prime Minister of
France.
Are there any objections?...
The orders of the day of the next sitting are
therefore agreed to.
Does anyone wish to speak? ...
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 1.25 p.m.)
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1.
)
3.
Attendance register.
Adoption of the minutes.
The development of a European space-based observation
system 
- 
Part III (Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Technological and Aerospace Committee and vote
on the drafi recommendation,Doc. 1436).
Speakers: Mr. Valleix (Rapponeur), Mr. Lenzer, Mr.
Alexander, Mr. Borderas (Vce-Chairman).
Co-operation between European space research institutes
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Technolo-
gical an.d Aerospace Committee and vote on the drafi
resolution, Doc. 1434 and amendment).
Speakers: Mr. Galley (Rapporteur), Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase,
Mr. Lenzer, Mr. Buteiko (Observer from Ukraine), Mr.
Galley (Rapporteur), Mr. Borderas (Vce-Chairman),
Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase, Mr. Galley, Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase.
The sitting was opened at 3.30 p.m.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The sitting is open.
1. Anendance regi.ster
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The names of the substi-
tutes attending this sitting which have been noti-
fied to the President will be published with the list
of representatives appended to the minutes of pro-
ceedings'.
2. Adoptian of the minutes
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
In accordance with Rule 23
of the Rules of Procedure, the minutes of procee-
dings of the previous sitting have been distributed.
Are there any corrments? ...
The minutes are agreed to.
3. The development of a European space-based
observation system 
- 
Part III
(Presentotian of and debate on the report of the
Technological and Aerospace Commiltee and vote
on the draft reconttnendation, Doc. 1436)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation of and debate on the report of the
Technological and Aerospace Committee on the
5. Transatlantic co-operation on European anti-missile
defence (Presentation of the report of the Technological
and Aerospace Committee and vote on the drafi recom-
mendation,Doc. 1435).
Speaker: Mr. Atkinson ( Rapporteur).
6. The readiness and capabilities of airforces in WEU mem-
ber states (Presentation of anl debate on the report of the
Defence Comminee and votes on the draft recommenda-
tion and drafi order,Dx,. 1444).
Speakers: Mr. Hardy (Rapporteur), Lord Newall, Mr.
Borderas, Lord Mackie of Benshie, Mr. Hardy (Rappor-
teur), Mrs Baarveld-Schlamar (Vice -Chairman); (expla-
nation of vote): Mr. Mitolo.
7. Address by Mr. Balladur, Prime Minister of France.
8. Change in the orders of the day.
9. Date, time and orders of the day of the next sitting.
with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
development of a European space-based observa-
tion system 
- 
Part tII and vote on the draft
recommendation, Document 1436.
I call Mr. Valleix to present his report.
Mr. VALLEW (France) (Translation). 
- 
Ladies
and gentlemen, we are in fact picking up where
we left off this morning, partly because that
debate ran on into this afternoon, and also because,
perhaps contrary to appearances, the present order
of the day has in essence something in common
with the debate on Bihac. We are, if I may say so,
bogged down in feelings of powerlessness and
shame, and lack both the will and the means to
act. Hence the connection I make between our
only too real powerlessness today and the facili-
ties which WEU must acquire if it truly wishes to
carry out its mission.
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, you will
also have noted that it is not by chance that
the Technological and Aerospace Committee is
tabling three reports on space matters. Yesterday,
it was the Chairman of the committee himself, Mr.
Ldpez Henares, who spoke on the Torrej6n centre.
He cannot be here today and I therefore thank
Mr. Borderas, on behalf of the committee, for
taking his place. Today we have two reports to
consider, one on the development of a European
space-based observation system, and the other on
co-operation between European space research1. Seepage4l.
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institutes. Both follow on from the report submit-
ted yesterday. Mr. Atkinson, who is also a mem-
ber of the committee, will deal with anti-missile
defence.
Ladies and gentlemen, it is right that after the
Torrej6n centre 
- 
the first system actually set up
under WEU's authority 
- 
we should continue
in this direction. Yesterday's security debates
brought home the fact that we must have not only
a sound defence strategy but also good logistics
and a good intelligence system. The Gulf war and
the tragedy in former Yugoslavia remind us of this
urgent need.
Ladies and gentlemen, I shall not go over the
whole report; you have it, and I hope you have
been able to study it. As always in our case with
highly technological subjects, this report is not
going to prompt a very lively debate, which I
regret. Thank you nevertheless for being here and
for reading the document.
Before briefly reviewing the document and pre-
senting its conclusions,I want to make one point:
in space matters, there is still some misunderstan-
ding. It is clear that not enough is known about the
military side, and that, in practical terms, interna-
tional agreements prevent any possibility of mili-
tary activity in space. This is for security reasons,
but I am one of those who think that Star Wars
helped to unfreeze the situation in the East-West
confrontation and brought about the thaw in 1989.
It is important that we should be able to distin-
guish more clearly between the military and civil
sides of space developments.
In satellite data-processing, the Torrej6n centre
has a two-fold r6le: military intelligence and
disarmament control under the agreements of
1989-1990. We refer to this at the beginning of the
report, when we refer to the CFE-I and CFE-IA
agreements. Today however, the European Space
Agency and our industrial space-based activities
need to be given greater recognition for their
capacity to process military data as well. The
question is open and WEU should draw attention
to it.
My second comment before going on to the
technological aspect is that the subject as a whole
calls for considerable political will, which is
already difficult to summon up, and the will for
defence, which is more diffrcult still. Today, using
the peace dividend is more popular than working
up defence budgets.
I should like to draw your attention to two
aspects. The frst concerns European co-opera-
tion, about which there has to be no misunders-
tanding. Co-operation must remain truly Euro-
pean. We need it, as I have just said, both for
capital resources and for running costs. Only by
co-operating can we produce really modem pro-
grammes, but they are still costly. I hope no-one
will object if I quote Torrej6n as an illustration.
In a scenario based on a French idea, our Euro-
pean partnership proved efficient except that,
when the frst contract had to be passed with the
British prime contractor, the software was sub-
contracted to our great American allies. This was
very nice, but went outside Europe. It also resul-
ted in incompatibilities at the data-processing
level.
I hope that shortly, by means of an agreement
concluded with our European partners in the form
of a memorandum of understanding signed bet-
ween France, Italy and Spain, we shall be able to
put this right. It is one of the contradictions we
need to avoid in future.
Other co-operation difficulties are those encount-
ered in the production of Hermes, which had to be
abandoned, developing Helios II and program-
ming Osiris, an observation satellite which is
essential if we wish to keep our lead in the space
field. This is a highly topical subject, since the
Franco-German summit meeting yesterday and
today, is dealing with it. Chiefly involved are
Aerospatiale (France) and the German indusrial
group DASA.
To conclude on co-operation, I urge you to
ensure that the necessary efforts are made to give
effect to the political will for defence. If we look
at our budgets, and I am not referring to my coun-
try which is somewhat better placed than others,
it is not with budget leftovers that we will be able
to support the relatively ambitious prograrnmes
we will frnally agree on in WEU, as for example
the one on which we are shortly to vote.
May I remind our governments and the public
that there is a difference between security, which
might be achieved by civil defence, and defence
itself, which presupposes good and loyal backing
in the form of good treaties signed in good faith
and sustained by the necessary resources.
That brings me to the technical aspects. Reading
the report you will see that I refer to recent
changes making the need for decision especially
urgent. In the space field, it is a question not only
of conftolling disarmament in our Europe, but
also if possible of forestalling and controlling
crises. This is more difficult, as present events
cruelly remind us.
Civil objectives are now added to our military
objectives in space. A change in intention or in the
use of data is enough to switch from the military
to the civilian field.
The report refers to known satellite program-
mes. As you know, there is a basic difference
between observation satellites and communica-
tion satellites. For the former, optical and radar
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systems are the basic features of reference. For the
latter, we must not forget that nothing can be done
in a modern military headquarters, including the
links with decision-making structures, i.e. the
political authorities, without a satellite system.
The report reviews military space programmes
in France, the United Kingdom, Spain and Italy.
We do not put them in any order: that is not the
problem. By contrast, we must aim at a form of
European co-operation that is difficult to bring
about. While progress is fairly rapid in the civil
field, it is more limited, though it does exist, in the
military field. Our r6le, and this is partly the pur-
pose of the report, is to speed it up, in particular
by inter-state co-operation 
- 
my reference is to the
Osiris radar satellite, which is one of our concerns
at this time.
We also mention the observation system propo-
sed by WEU and refer to the proposals made by
the Eucosat association, which seem to us to be of
interest.
Here let me say that the European position is all
the healthier, and therefore more important, in
that both NATO and our major American allies
and partners are sometimes affected by uncertain-
ty and hesitation in this sphere. As a result, it is
our duty, both for our own sake and that of wes-
tern co-operation, to make the production of such
sophisticated resources as we are capable ofdeve-
loping our own responsibility.
I shall not revert to the Satellite Centre.
Ladies and gentlemen, in the recommendations
contained in this report, I suggest that WEU's
Space Group should be converted into a project
for a European space-based defence system, which
might in turn become a European space defence
agency.
We allude to the need to strengthen co-operation
among our space industries, and in that connec-
tion to foster research in the field of early-warning
satellites. This afternoon, Mr. Atkinson will deal
with anti-missile defence and if we wish anti-mis-
sile defence to be as effective as possible, that is to
say as far upstream as possible, we have to have
early-warning satellites. We also suggest more be
done on navigational satellites, together with both
the United States and Russia and lastly, we refer
to micro-satellites, a sector not to be overlooked
and which, advisedly, our Spanish friends are
looking into.
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, these are
the main thoughts I wished to put before you.
Please bear in mind that in our debate on these
subjects we are concerned not only with the tech-
nology of production projects, which we consider
important for the defence of Europe, but also with
the fact, which I repeat, and it is brought home to
us every day 
- 
this morning's reminder was a
somewhat cruel one 
- 
that space defence is inse-
parable from our attachment to democracy. To
preserve it, we must have the necessary means to
defend it. We already have the required intelli-
gence and technological skill. We also need the
financial and therefore political will.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Valleix.
I call Mr. Lenzer.
IvIr. LENZER (Germnny) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, frst I would like
to offer my warm thanks to Mr. Jean Valleix,
who has been my friend and collaborator in this
committee for many years, for his report. Our
committee really has spent quite some time now
dealing with this question. I myself had the plea-
sure, at a colloquy in Rome on 27th and 28th
March 1990, of virtually making an entrance into
this very complex matter. What Mr. Valleix said
this morning was a very precise, very apt and very
up-to-date description of the current situation and
contained a great number of very encouraging
recommendations and I am particularly grateful to
him for that.
I would like to make a few comments to outline
the security policy framework of all these ideas.
My first comment is that the states of Central
Europe 
- 
and of course this applies in particular to
Germany 
- 
are no longer front-line states, but will
for the foreseeable future 
- 
I think one may say 
-
no longer be within the reach of an opponent
capable of space-usurpation and strategic opera-
tions. That too must necessarily influence our
thinking.
Secondly, all of us in Cenral Europe are allies,
partners, not to say friends, and are therefore
involved in achieving the objectives of the Euro-
pean Union and of the transatlantic defence alli-
ance. We have to concern ourselves with that
aspect of transatlantic co-operation too 
- 
and I
think all these reports we are discussing this after-
noon are very closely connected.
Thirdly, our geostrategic situation has therefore
changed in security policy and defence policy
terms. Conflict in Central Europe is unlikely and
only conceivable in the event of a radical reversal
of the current trend.
But 
- 
and this is my fourth introductory remark 
-
at the same time as all these improvements, there
is a growing danger of regional crises and
conflicts. Today, during the debate and decision
on the recommendation on Bihac, we saw once
again how dramatic events can occur virtually on
our own doorstep.
One basic precondition for our ability to take
action in relation to foreign and security policy,
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and also economic and development policy, is the
strategic observation gathering system that we are
considering again today. We need to have some
kind of independent prognostic capability, not
subject to departmental limitations. This is notjust a matter of defence policy, for we must also
look at some of the most complex questions of
modern technological development in this
context. We need this prognostic capability sim-
ply to enable us to take autonomous decisions, not
least in our Western European Union.
Early crisis identification also offers a chance of
forestalling crises and preyenting conflict; that is
an important component of this strategic observa-
tion system. We need across-the-board basic secu-
rity policy data that provide us with early indi-
cators of critical developments so that we can
introduce political crisis-management in good time.
We need basic data on military policy and mili-
tary capabilities. We need information that can
enable us in the alliance to distinguish the options
for action at an early stage and that leave time for
military planning with a view to identifying the
necessary defence measures.
This strategic observation should also help us to
verify arms control agreements 
- 
Mr. Valleix
places great emphasis on that in his report 
- 
and to
control proliferation, something we have to deal
with in this unstable world 
- 
or at least in certain
parts of the world.
Let me conclude by setting out a few require-
ments relating to the basic features of this kind of
strategic intelligence. First of all it must be com-
prehensive, and it must also be continuous. Com-
prehensive means that in future, in a dynamically
changing environment, we must be capable of
looking at political, economic, sociological and
technical and scientific questions on a worldwide,
integral basis. Continuous in this context means
that first we must lay the foundations and then we
must ascertain as rapidly as possible what the
actual situation is and whetheiit has changed in
relation to earlier findings.
Strategic observation must in principle be all-
inclusive 
- 
that is the third factor 
- 
and indepen-
dent of the weather or time of day. We can only
secure a comprehensive view if the gathering of
information is basically unrestricted in terms of
space or time, i.e., if we can achieve worldwide
day and night surveillance of the earth and if we
can also do so at the main centres of action.
Furthermore, strategic observation must be tar-
geted. It must serve the security interests of the
alliance.
Lastly, strategic observation must also have qua-
litatively and quantitatively satisfactory resources
and manpower at its disposal; in part, of course,
on the basis of national independence, but also in
close co-ordination with those of the allies, in
order to be effective within the framework of the
alliance.
I refer unambiguously to national independ-
ence, because unilateral dependence on other
states for the supply of information is not confi-
dence-building, owing to the risk that the infor-
mation 
- 
if any 
- 
may be supplied selectively and
against a quite specific background. That could
produce the risk of decision-making being delibe-
rately influenced, which would certainly not create
the necessary confidence.
This strategic observation system must closely
involve allied and friendly nations, since a labour-
sharing approach to this task will create mutual
trust and also transparency.
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I am sure
we are nowhere near the end of our work with
regard to these complex matters. I think we all
know fairly well just what is required and what
possibilities we have. But it will be up to us here
in the Assembly, not just in the responsible com-
mittee, to take the essential political decisions.
(Mr. Pdcriaux, Vce-President of the Assembly,
took the Chnir)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Alexander.
Mr. ALEXANDER (United Kingdom). 
- 
In his
speech to the Assembly yesterday, our President
referred to the importance of having an auto-
nomous capability for satellite observation. He
referred to the Torrej6n Satellite Centre, which
was also referred to by Mr. Valleix in his excellent
and comprehensive introduction to this report.
Few people could disagree with the object of
having such a centre and I therefore welcome the
report. What we are seeking to have is a total
European space system that will take in early war-
ning and defence intelligence. The defence aspect
is vital. Intelligence has always been a fundamen-
tal aspect of successful defence, and the commit-
tee on which I have the honour to serve has also
recognised that. In the future, space will be an
increasingly powerful tool in the defence of our
respective countries and in maintaining peace in
the world. The further upstreirm you can perceive
a defence threat, the better able you are to counter
it, if it should come.
Perhaps one day Europe will have its own
defence system 
- 
I make no judgment on that. But
because of the possibility, it would be unwise to
do other than accept this report and welcome its
possibilities for the future.
I believe that the work of such a centre must be
regularly evaluated and that the Assembly should
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hear about it. It should know about the cost, and
respective countries should know what the cost is
to them. It is vital that we carry our people with us
if this important work is to be continued. It is not
just the defence possibilities that are exciting but
the meteorology prospects; monitoring environ-
mental changes; perhaps assisting in agricultural
planning; and monitoring illegal traffic, particu-
larly drug traffic 
- 
the possibilities for the future
are vaster than we can imagine today. In the same
way, what is happening today and what is possible
today could not have been imagined ten years
ago.
So let us give the report a fair wind. We should
support Mr. Valleix in his comprehensive intro-
duction to what is happening and give him the
Assembly's full support today.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The debate is
closed.
Does the Rapporteur wish to reply to the
speakers?
Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). 
- 
I leave
it to the Vice-Chairman of the committee.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Borderas, Vice-Chairman of the Technological
and Aerospace Committee.
Mr. BORDERAS (Sparc) (Translation). 
-Ladies
and gentlemen, together with the reports presen-
ted by Mr. Galley and Mr. Atkinson, and also
Mr. L6pez Henares, whose report was approved
yesterday, this report is a prime example of the
work of this committee. The four reports drawn
up by the Technological and Aerospace Commir
tee and presented to this Assembly are evidence
of the intense activity which has taken place in the
committee during the last six months, starting
with the committee's periodic visit to the United
States of America, which facilitated the drafting
of some parts of the reports presented here today.
I have had the honour of chairing this commit-
tee since Mr. L6pezHenares was obliged to leave
for Madrid. I would also like to comment, because
as Chairman and as a member of the Spanish
Delegation I think it is of interest, on the possibi-
lity of a colloquy on the future European satellite
system, organised by the Technological and
Aerospace Committee, to be held fuom 22nd to
24th March 1995 in the Canary Islands.
Preceded by a visit to the Tonej6n Satellite
Centre in Madrid, the colloquy will take place in
the Canary Islands, where there are many places
of interest, such as the Satellite Tracking Centre
in Maspalomas on Gran Canaria, and the Canary
Islands' astrophysical observatory established with
support from the European Union.
I would also like to thank MM. Valleix, Galley,
Atkinson andL6pez Henares for their dedication
in writing these reports and also officials of the
Assembly who have made srch intense activity
possible, and Mr. Pedregosa in particular, as
secretary of this committee, because the commit-
tee really has worked very hard. During yester-
day's debate in the plenary meeting of the Assem-
bly there was much talk of the inescapable and
urgent need for a European defence policy, for a
white paper in support of it, and for a single,
effective and determined stance.
On the other hand, the WEU Council has asked
the Space Group to prepare a proposal for the
spring 1995 meeting with a view to creating an
independent European satellite system. This pro-
posal should include a draft agreement with a list
of essential elements which would have to be
accepted and approved by the present members of
Western European Union.
This is the subject matter of the reports produ-
ced by Mr. Valleix and Mr. L6pz Henares and
also by Mr. Galley, who is our next speaker and
who will talk about co-operation between Euro-
pean space research institutes.
Mr. Atkinson will also present his report at this
part-session; it deals with other matters, but forms
part of a coherent whole, because satellite obser-
vation helps in setting conrmon objectives and
drawing up prograrnmes for European anti-missi-
le defence, in the interests of Europe and its over-
seas allies.
Finally, let me say that the Technological and
Aerospace Committee discussed this report and
the others we are about to hear, and accepted it
unanimously.
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, thank you
for your attention. I hope for a positive outcome
from the reading and approval of this report.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
-We shall now
vote on the draft recommendation contained in
Document 1436.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote
by roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hnnds)
The drafi recommendation is agreed to'.
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4, Co-operation between European
s pac e re s earch inst'ttute s
(Presenffiion of and debote on the report otthe
Technologiaal and Aerospace Committee and vote
on the draft resolution, Doc. 1434 and amendtnent)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The next
order of the day is the presentation of and debate
on the report of the Technological and Aerospace
Committee on co-operation between European
space research institutes and vote on the draft
resolution, Document 1434 and amendment.
I call Mr. Galley to present his report.
Mr. GALLEY (France) (Translation). 
- 
May I
begin by thanking the WEU staffand in particular
Mr. Pedregosa, who spent several months draw-
ing up the report, and thus enabled us to work in
the best possible conditions.
The report in my view comes exactly at the right
time, since today we see an extraordinary diffe-
rence between space co-operation in the civil and
military sectors. Military space is a field in which
our continent lags very much behind the United
States, the consequences of which we have been
able to assess since the start of this part-session. It
must therefore be regarded as one of the main
fields of our activity.
I sought at the beginning ofthe report to present
the situation in each country. You will find an
exhaustive analysis of what is being done in Euro-
pe: in each national context, I have tried to bring
out the co-operative activities, be they inter-state
co-operation or co-operation within programmes
such as those of the European Space Agency.
Although the list is complete, we regret that
Belgium and Portugal did not provide us with the
information we asked for.
There is a special section in the report for the
European Space Agency and its work in deference
to the fact that, frstly this is one of the oldest
forms of European co-operation since it goes back
to 1962, and secondly, it is a major European suc-
cess, our confidence now being strengthened by
several months' close observation.
The European Space Agency works on each
programme with the aim of taking it to comple-
tion, an aim it generally achieves. In addition,
over the years, it has tried to involve the maxi-
mum number of countries as is true of the present
distribution of the Agency's centres. Its nerve
centre is in Noordwijk in the Netherlands and two
other centres are in Germany, at Darmstadt and
Cologne. ESRIN, in Frascati not far from Rome,
is a basic data-processing unit.
ESA s desire to distribute both its tasks and ope-
rational centres among a number of countries,
bearing constantly in mind the need for a fair
return on the financing contributed by each coun-
try to the Agency, is therefore apparent.
To a certain extent, the welcome decision to set
up the Torrej6n Centre rounds off the organisa-
tion. There is indeed no reason whatsoever 
- 
if the
conclusions I am about to put to you are adopted 
-
why this Centre should not eventually take its
place in the ESA complex. We can only congratu-
late ourselves on what is the successful outcome
of a WEU idea, and an undeniable technological
achievement.
In section III, I describe the present state of
European co-operation and note that since natio-
nal research institutes are planned as national
bodies, it is assumed they give priority to serving
national interests. [t should also be noted that
throughout Europe there are differences between
different countries' space sectors and the political
importance governments ascribe to specific fields.
Another point is that national space research insti-
tutes are also engaged in other fields ofresearch,
such as aeronautics and energy, thus widening
their field of view considerably.
I felt it necessary in this report to highlight exis-
ting examples of co-operation between national
space research institutes outside the ESA. These
prograrnmes are very important and involve a
number of countries. I refer to SPOT 
- 
with
whose extraordinary success we are all familiar 
-
Vegetation, Helios I, from February 1995 on-
wards, and then Helios II,IASI and SAX.
Moreover, in the framework of the EUCLID
research and technological prograrnme, the feasi-
bility study of optical satellites is extremely pro-
Irusmg.
At this point I should like to emphasise the fol-
lowing. The aeronautics institutes of seven Euro-
pean countries 
- 
Germany, Spain, France, Swe-
den, ltaly, the Netherlands, and the United
Kingdom 
- 
have decided to associate their aero-
nautics activities, and several of these institutes
also have activities in the space sector. It therefore
seems very clear to me that this example in the
aeronautics sector could be usefully followed in
the space sector, thus implementing and giving
substance to the Maastricht Treaty, which states
the need to co-ordinate efforts relating to research
and technological policy.
I now come to my conclusions. It is clear that
space activities have as a general rule developed
in accordance with national interests, in sectors
chosen by our countries for their political and eco-
nomic importance.
The collapse of the Soviet Union, as an event in
itself, to a large extent brought bipolarity and the
space race to an end. It is clear from Mr. Atkin-
son's very complete and documented report that
the United States has perhaps come to a halt in the
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upward spiral of its spending, but is still conti-
nuing its work.
In the framework of space policy, the defence
sector is of very special importance because it is
vital to national sovereignty.
If this interest is still there today, despite the
disappearance of the Soviet tfueat, it is for two
reasons. The first is that disarmament makes
necessary a new and technologically far more
sophisticated type of armed force to which 
- 
as
we have seen in our discussions 
- 
space is increa-
singly important. The second is bound up with the
verification of disarmament agreements and the
physical absence of new threats, though we have
spoken about those which might arise in the
Mediterranean. Verification calls for increasingly
complex systems. We know that considerable pro-
gress has been made, particularly in high-defini-
tion observation systems. In his excellent report,
Mr. Valleix notes that Helios I is capable of a
one-mefre degree of resolution and Helios II, pro-
grammed for the year 2000 onwards, will be
capable of a resolution of some 50 centimetres.
This gives you an idea ofthe scale ofprogress in
various fields. So today we have an extraordinary
instrument at our disposal thanks, I repeat, to
European technology.
From the political point of view 
- 
and the com-
mittee agrees 
- 
I therefore consider that there is a
very clear consensus on the need for and timeli-
ness of international co-operation in space, mainly
in view of the almost unsurmountable difficulties
faced by each of our nations in meeting the very
great cost of space projects.
As I said in my report, European co-operation in
space has materialised in programmes carried out
in the framework of the European Space Agency,
to which should be added other programmes
conducted in parallel by a number of European
countries.
European co-operation in space, as I have defi-
ned it, is exemplary, and there is no sector which
has been as Europeanised as space technology in
the civil field. It could be shown that achieve-
ments in the civil field have been the origin of a
number of advances in the defence field.
My conclusion, for which I have the agreement
of the members of the committee, is as follows.
The situation is one of great contrast. The co-ope-
ration policy it has successfully and continuously
followed over thirty years sets Europe now in the
forefront of civil space activities, rivalling the
United States. I am thinking here of launchers,
telecommunications and earth observation.
At the same time and probably because there
has not been enough 
- 
if any 
- 
co-operation, mili-
tary space achievements lag a long way behind
those of the United States and Russia. There are
various reasons, probably related to the diffe-
rences between our countries in both objectives
and the ways to achieve them.
But to look reality in the face, as we have been
doing since the beginning of this part-session, the
synergy between the civil and military fields is
considerable, not only in the United States and
Russia, but also, and this I can confirm, in China.
The conclusion I draw is clear: on the basis of
clearly-defined aims, as was so successfully the
case with the Torrej6n Centre, we must draw up
specific prograrnmes with European security the
objective, as defined by the Maastricht Treaty.
To do this, first we must follow the example of
the European Space Agency and its worldwide
achievements, and second, whenever one of our
countries defines a project, even at the national
level, it should try to put it before its European
allies and explore all possible forms of partner-
ship. Lastly, and this is the most important point,
we must think about how to establish close and
wide-ranging synergy between the civil and mili-
tary space sectors.
I now come to the committee's recommenda-
tions.
The committee recommends creating a study
group composed of representatives of govern-
ments and national space research institutes with
the following aims:
- 
lay the foundations for an overall European
space strategy;
- 
promote a more rational use of available re-
sources in order to avoid as far as possible not
only competition, but above all, duplication
of effort and expenditure, which still happens
in too many cases;
- 
establish the bases for close co-operation bet-
ween national space research institutes simi-
lar to that already existing between them in
the aeronautics sector;
- 
give priority to the military space sector in
order to develop European independence in
space matters 
- 
an aim fully recognised by
our Assembly 
- 
and also to take account
of the fact that military applications of space
are essential to our survival. Imagine what it
might mean for Europe, for all our countries,
to have available advanced military surveil-
lance facilities for the territory of former
Yugoslavia, instead of depending on other
countries in a great number of sectors. At
present our possibilities for action are consi-
derably curtailed, as we have seen for our-
selves today, with the change in position of
the United States;
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- 
lastly 
- 
a vital recommendation 
- 
study the
possibility and expediency of amending the
European Space Agency Convention so as to
enable ESA to devote its efforts also to the
military space sector. It would be a pity for us
not to benefit from the extraordinary capaci-
ties of the European Space Agency, and its
wealth of possibilities, by making use of
them in the military field once we can agree
to consider the military field as the priority.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
The debate is
open.
I call Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase.
I\{rs. GAIOTTI de BLASE (Italy) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I should like
to congratulate Mr. Galley on his excellent report.
I agree with the main drift of his presentation and
with the statement that military applications of
space in large measure coincide with civil appli-
cations in the article in the recommendation pro-
per, to which I have tabled an amendment. This
also takes account of the fact that such military
applications are increasingly less of an offensive
character and are concerned much more with
intelligence, communications and data and their
completeness and good timing.
Of course, we all know full well that in the his-
tory of modern research, and not only modern
research, military requirements have almost always
guided and anticipated civil applications as well.
Today, however, this frankly seems less necessary
from the military standpoint particularly if we
look at the progress achieved by research for civil
purposes in that area.
Why, therefore, exclude a priori a change in
the balance of traditional thinking on priorities
without, however, penalising the military appli
cations of research? My amendment deletes the
reference to military priority but has no intention
of excluding it to any major extent. It is, in fact,
tabled with a view to strengthening and not wea-
kening the draft resolution; on the one hand, it
avoids and prevents the emergence of disputes
which are always possible concerning the deve-
lopment of combined military and civil research
and on the other, it enhances the possibilities
for co-ordination between the European Space
Research Institute and the European Space Agency.
I would ask the Rapporteur, therefore, to regard
my amendment not as conflicting with his excel-
lent report but as helping to contribute to the suc-
cess of his proposals. The basic objective is as
indicated by the Rapportzur, namely, European
autonomy in the matter of defence.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Lenzer.
Mr. LENZER (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, flrst let me
congratulate Mr. Galley on his report, which has
once again demonstrated his great expertise in this
field. I unreservedly support his appeal for the
development of a common European strategy, and
I know this is also fully endorsed by all the com-
mittee members.
We sometimes find it difficult to hold political
discussions about the space sector. Many people
advance very superficial arguments: how can you
expect financing from us when 
- 
to put it very tri-
tely 
- 
we have quite enough problems here on
earth, when we have labour market problems,
when we have social security to worry about! But
I think it is our task 
- 
and this report makes a
major contribution to it 
- 
to canvass repeatedly
for the space sector; for it is not only oftechnolo-
gical interest, but also extremely important in
terms of foreign policy, and I would even say that
international co-operation in high technology has
now reached a level where it is becoming a
foreign policy factor in the truest sense of the
term, quite apart from any technical and scientific
questions.
I am also grateful to Mr. Galley for openly rai-
sing a matter that is usually only touched upon
very gingerly and which applies to the whole area
of high technology, namely the synergies between
the civil and military fields. To take a very simple
example, a carbon-fibre compound can be usedjust as easily in an Airbus, to mention a European
development, as in a fighter plane.
Let me offer a few further arguments on behalf
of the prospects for aerospace here in Europe. It
is one of the great challenges of our times, for
both scientific and economic purposes, and it
demands a high level of technological efficiency
and a willingness to work together worldwide
because it sets such extraordinarily high demands.
If in future we in Europe, as developed industria-
lised countries, want to be able to compete in the
world in global markets, we will also have to
master this important cross-sectional technology,
we will have to consolidate our own position.
That can in fact only be done through internatio-
nal partnership, which must of course extend
beyond Europe.
I would like to discuss three developments.
First, following the collapse of the socialist sys-
tem and the end of the political and economic
East-West confrontation, aerospace technology
has of course 
- 
I admit that 
- 
lost its place as the
spearhead of system competition; let me refer you
to the Sputnik debates. But at the same time there
is now a greater chance ofglobal co-operation and
the subject has acquired a new political dimension
and quality, which also opens up new strategic
opportunities for future aerospace policy.
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Secondly, let me give a few examples of practi-
cal applications. Direct television transmissions
from the remotest corners of the earth, internatio-
nal telephone connections 
- 
a huge market with
an incredible future potential 
- 
the exchange and
transfer of commercial and banking information,
aircraft and shipping navigation via relay satel-
lites, weather forecasting, climatic and environ-
mental research, all these show that aerospace
technology is now well advanced and has crossed
the threshold enabling it to be applied on an extre-
mely broad front. So we are no longer talking just
of technically and scientifically demanding pro-
jects of significance in the laboratories or in the
economic development departments, but of sub-
stantial market products that will help us to
strengthen our economic position in Europe in the
future.
State support for aerospace 
- 
and it cannot go
by without that 
- 
may therefore have to take a
somewhat different approach in future. Apart
from public responsibility for the necessities of
life, state support will have to concentrate more
on economic usefulness. That also means a sfton-
ger commitment on the part of industry to safe-
guarding Europe's economic position, as a parti-
cular priority.
Thirdly, as regards European co-operation...
(The sitting was suspended at 4.30 p.m. and
resumed at 4.45 p.m.)
(Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chnir)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
While I was out of the
chamber making a presentation I was deeply
disappointed to hear that the sound system had
broken down, as you all know too well.I hope and
believe that it has now been repaired, particularly
in view of what is to take place later this after-
noon. I apologise to Mr. l*nzer, who was in full
flow, and I ask him to take the floor again.
Mr. LENZER(Germnny) (Translation). 
- 
Thank
you, Mr. President. I was trying to indicate the
importance of space flight by making three points
and since some of my words may have been lost,
I shall begin again with the third point.
I would point out that Europe has made particu-
lar progress in the field of carriers, which are of
course of decisive importance if we want to main-
tain our hold on this market 
- 
commercial satel-
lites, for instance, 
- 
and that with the Ariane laun-
cher, which now provides 60Vo of the carrier
capacity on the world market, we have a quite
excellent workhorse among carriers, and one
which can certainly hold its head up worldwide.
We must consolidate that position. That will be
an important task, and one that can be achieved
through international co-operation, and also with
the participation of the various national aerospace
organisations, despite the budgetary constraints
facing all our member states.
I think that Europe must now define its general
position on space in the civil and military field 
-
and that is also the purpose of this report. We must
play our part in the world market. We are, after all,
participating in the international space station,
which in turn means we must discuss appropriate
burden-sharing. We also want to work in close
partnership with the Russian co-operation poten-
tial, drawing not only on our previous experience
with manned space flight and the relevant pro-
grarnmes for its application, but in particular on
experience of transport capacity.
Since we must now examine viable alternatives
that are also convincing in terrns of their later use,
Europe will have to meet the challenge of realisti-
cally assessing the extent to which the develop-
ment and use of such programmes will be finan-
cially affordable at a later stage.
Let me conclude with an appeal to us all: this
costs a lot of money. We will constantly have to
find arguments to justify this to our citizens, but I
believe we have plenty of good arguments on our
side.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Lenzer.
I now call Mr. Buteiko, an observer from
Ukraine.
IvIr. BUTEIKO (Observer from Ukraine). -
May I thank Mr. Galley, the Rapporteur, and
congratulate him on his comprehensive, informa-
tive and valuable report. Paragraph 200 of the
report states that "space research has generally
developed in relation to national interests and
with the aim of achieving supremacy or at least of
obtaining a certain political standing". That is
true. Now that bipolarism and opposition between
two different social systems has ended, it is high
time for fundamental changes in approach both to
philosophical and practical deeds in space explo-
ration and the utilisation of its results. It is in the
interests of European nations as well as the whole
world to give up all stereotypes in psychology,
which were based mainly on the presumption
- 
I may be wrong, but this is what I believe 
- 
that
European co-operation in space exploration
should be, to a certain extent, limited to the space
institutions of Western Europe.
I am convinced that more attention should be
paid to co-operation between the space institu-
tions of Western European countries and Eastern
European states including Ukraine.
It is well known that Ukraine's culture has deep
European roots. It may be appropriate in this great
city of Paris to say that for centuries the kings of
this country have been sworn in on a bible
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brought from Kieu Ukraine. Ukraine is tied to
Europe by strong spiritual and democratic tradi-
tions. The written constitution that embodied
democratic principles of the distribution of power
between executive, legislative and judicial
branches was created by the tlkrainian leader
Slip Orlic in 1710 - when his son was Marshall
of France.
Ukraine has developed a strong industrial base
for space exploratioil. During Sbviet times the
best missiles, including Z.enith, were built in Dne-
propetrovsk, Ukraine. It would be a waste of
human experience and resources to ignore Ukrai-
nian experience in that sphere. It would also be
illogical were Ukraine to develop close co-opera-
tion with the United States space institutions
under the agreement signed recently in Washing-
ton while at the same time being ignored by Euro-
pean space institutions. I am convinced that that
will not happen.
I am pleased to see that the resolution states that
a working group should be established in which
representatives of my country and other Eastern
European countries would be invited to partic-
ipate.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
Does the Rapporteur wistr to say anything?
Mr. GALLEY (France) (Translation). 
- 
I heard
Mr. Lenzer's view of launcher programmes and
the importance he attaches to them. The achieve-
ment which will, I trust, fulfil our hopes 
- 
the
Ariane 5 programme in late 1995, which will
open up launching opportunities for Europe unpa-
ralleled by Ariane 4, themselves much apprecia-
ted according to Mr. Lenzer 
- 
could open new
doors and offer us new opportunities.
I would like to remind the observer from Ukraine,
with whom I have especial sympathy, not only
that the draft resolution invites WEU associate
member countries, associate partners and obser-
vers to participate in the study group but also that
paragraph 199 of the report urges the Commission
to encourage co-operation between the national
space research institutes including the countries
of Eastern Europe and yours in particular. The
need for this co-operation is therefore included in
the report.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Does the Chairman of the
committee wish to say anything?
Mr. BORDERAS (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
As
Chairman of the committee I would like to
express my thanks to Mr. Galley for presenting
his repon. I would like to refer to the previous
speech and sftess the enonnous complexity of the
infrastructure required foraerospace policy at the
present time; the degree of technological versati-
lity in so many areas, as Mr. Lenzer pointed out,
and also the consistency with and relevance to the
other reports, as I mentioned in my previous
speech. That is all.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Amendment l, which has
been tabled by Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase, reads:
1. In the draft resolution proper, leave out para-
graph (e) and insert:
"take account, in developing Europe's auto-
nomy in defence matters, of the fact that mili-
tary applications of space in large measure
coincide with civil applications;"
I call Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase to move the amend-
ment.
Mrs. GAIOTTIde BIASE (haly) (Translation).
- 
Mr. President, I have already given some of my
reasons for the amendment. Since then, agree-
ment has been reached with Mr. Galley on a form
of words which the Rapporteur appears to accept
and might be willing to explain.
If Mr. Galley wishes, he can explain the rea-
sons; I do not wish to waste any more of the
Assembly's time.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Galley, Rappor-
teur of the Technological and Aerospace Commit-
tee, to speak.
Mr. GALLEY (France) (Translation). 
- 
During
the suspension of the sitting we discussed this
matter with Mrs. Gaiotti de Biase and reached the
conclusion that her amendment was in the same
spirit as the wording we were defending, because
it supports the idea of synergy, to which I attach
great importance. In the circumstances, para-
graph I (e) of the draft resolution could be amen-
ded to read: "give priorities to the military..."
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Are you happy with that,
Madam?
Mrs. GAIOTTI de BIASE (Italy) (Translation).
- 
The sense of the amended text which we have
agreed is that instead of thinking of a conflict bet-
ween military and civilian priorities, the special
priorities of the military sector are recognised.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
There seems to be general
agreement on that.
I will now put this oral amendment to the vote
by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The oral amendment is agreed to.
We shall now vote on the draft resolution
contained in Document 1434, as amended.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft resolution.
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Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft resolution, as amended, is agreed to
unanimously'.
Congratulations to Mr. Galley.
5. Transatlantic co-operation on European
anti-missile defence
(Presentatian of the report of the
Technolagbal and Aerospaee Commiltee and vote
on the drafi recommendation, Doc. 1435)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation of and debate on the report of the
Technological and Aerospace Committee on
transatlantic co-operation on European anti-mis-
sile defence and vote on the draft recommenda-
tion, Document 1435.
I call Mr. Atkinson to present his report.
Mr. ATKINSON (Unired Kingdom). 
- 
Mr. Pre-
sident, next year North Africa will be swept by
revolution from one end of the southern Mediter-
ranean to the other. It has already begun. Today's
civil war in Algeria will lead to an Islamic funda-
mentalist government.
Within weeks, perhaps days, that revolution will
be exported to neighbouring Tunisia where the
Ben Ali government will fall and the banned Isla-
mic Renaissance party will take control.
Before Europe and the United States will have
had time to respond, Mustm radicals in Egypt
will incite the mob to overthrow the government
of President Mubarak. Immediately the border
between Egypt ard Gaza will be pulled down as
Islamic brothers embrace. Israel will mobilise and
its army will be on full alen along all its frontiers.
In response President Clinton and NATO will
order warships to the eastern Mediterranean and
will send troops to support King Hassan in
Morocco, whose country will become destabili-
sed by the flood of refugees from Algeria and will
itself be threatened by revolution.
Meanwhile waves of boat people will descend
upon the shores of southern Europe fleeing the
anger of the new Islamic r6gimes. As a precau-
tion, governments throughout Europe will order
the immediate arrest of known Islamic exiles
and sympathisers. Demonstrations both for and
against the new r6gimes will follow. There will be
riots in the cities of Europe, with much bloodshed.
Unable to believe their luck, President Kadhafi
and the Ayatollahs in han promise to reinforce the
new r6gimes. Fearing retaliation from NAIO and
Israel all of them will request the immediate sup-
ply of missiles of all kinds. Having taken delivery
of large quantities of NoDong ballistic missiles
from North Korea, both Iran and Libya have more
than enough to go round, in addition to the hun-
dreds of Scud B, Scud C, Al-Fatah and Tondar 68
medium-range missiles they have long held, to
share in the defence of the new Islamic republics.
In addition, they will press North Korea to speed
up the manufacture and supply of its longer range
RoDong missiles which are aheady on order.
Apart from Israel, there is only one direction
upon which these missiles located along the enti-
re southern shore of the Meditenanean will face:
that is the continent of Europe.
Mr. President, this is no fantastic doomsday
worst case scenario on behalf of aerospace indus-
tries, or designed to capture headlines for this
debate today. This is a logical consequence of the
warnings of Chancellor Kohl that the rise of Isla-
mic fundamentalism in North Africa is the major
threat to Europe today; of Prime Minister Balla-
dur, who has warned that a fundamentalist revolu-
tion in Algeria would be the leading threat facing
his country; and of our colleague Mr. Baumel,
who warns, in his excellent report to us yesterday,
that the volatile situation in North Africa may
result in a direct threat to Europe's southern flank.
In other words, Mr. President, there exists a
potential threat to Europe which may become
a reality in the immediate future and for which
we are not prepared. It is for this reason that I
believe this debate on my report today 
- 
on anti-
missile defence in Europe 
- 
represents one of the
most important and immediate challenges facing
WEU.
This report is, of course, not the first in this
field. As the explanatory memorandum points out
it carries forward the work of the Technological
and Aerospace Committee upon which Mr. Len-
zer reported in 1992, and of the Rome symposium
on anti-missile defence of last year. It takes
account of the extremely successful visit of the
committee to the United States in July this year
when we learnt much about the progressive down-
grading of American research and development in
this field, from the original Reagan concept of a
strategic defence initiative that is space-based to
the much more modest Clintonesque pursuit of a
ground-based theatre missile defence.
I want to use this opportunity to pay tribute to
the excellent organisation of this visit by Colonel
Scott Willey, of the United States Air Force, who
is observing this debate today. I also want to thank
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the secretariat of our committee for its extremely
valuable help in compiling this report.
Mr. President, the conclusions I drew from our
visit only confirmed my view that the effective
abandonment of the research and development of
a space-based defence shield by the Clinton admi-
nistration was complacent, premature and dange-
rous; and that to rely increasingly on non-prolife-
ration and the missile technology conffol r6gime
is short-sighted and represents wishful thinking.
And so I am encouraged that there is today a
growing awareness on the part of NATO's WEU
member states of Europe's proximity to many of
those countries that possess, or who are develo-
ping and acquiring ballistic missiles; and of our
vulnerability to accidental, unauthorised or even
deliberate launches. As a consequence, NATO is
urgently studying anti-missile defence systems to
defend Europe and its troops deployed overseas.
What alarms me is that, as my report makes
plain, individual WEU member states are under-
taking their own feasibility studies into missile
defence instead of co-ordinating their policies and
agreeing on the sources and nature of the threats
facing Europe today in order to decide how col-
lectively to respond.
Mr. President, it is the aim of this report to put
that situation right by calling for a clear policy on
the pan of WEU, as the future European defence
community, for the anti-missile defence of Eur-
ope, with the help of the United States.
The recommendations before us are I hope
concise and clear. We want to be told what pro-
gress has been made by the special working group
of the Council of Ministers on the anti-missile
defence of Europe in response to the conclusions
reached by the Rome symposium one and a half
years ago.
We want to know what are the risks to Europe
reported to the special working group by the
meeting of experts so that we can agree a joint
position on the definition of threat to our security.
We want WEU member states to adopt the same
approach in their national policies and in their
legislation towards the missile technology control
r6gime, on the r6gime to replace Cocom, and on
the exportation of armaments to third countries.
We repeat the calls of Mr. Baumel and Mr.
L6pez Henares in their reports to us yesterday,
and of Mr. Valleix and Mr. Galley today, for the
development of a European space-based observa-
tion system and early warning system which are
essential for effective anti-missile defence.
basis of equal partnership and burden-sharing on
those anti-missile defence systems ranging from
exo-atmospheric to endo-atmospheric, from air-
borne to ground-based, to be able to counter every
threat to Europe and our transatlantic allies. Upon
such partnership, a much closer relationship bet-
ween WEU and the newly restructured American
Ballistic Missile Defence Organisation must be
sensible.
Mr. President, in conclusion, the proliferation of
ballistic missiles on a large scale as well as the
spread of weapons of mass destruction to be used
with those missiles, is giving our regional adver-
saries a political and military leverage that was
inconceivable at the beginning of this decade.
This represents the greatest challenge to the
defence of Europe today, as well as to our ability
to defend Europe's interests elsewhere in the
world and most notably the Middle East.
If we do not have the capability to respond
effectively to these threats, then we will be deter-
red from taking that action against Saddam Hus-
sein and his kind in the future and our enemies
will know that they can have their way without a
shot being fired.
If WEU is to have any meaning at all in the
defence of Europe and its interests in the world, it
must acquire an anti-missile defence system as
soon as possible. That is the message of my report
and the recommendations before this Assembly
today. I hope that they will be given total and una-
nimous support.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Atkinson,
for a fascinating but sombre report that has given
us all plenty to think about. I echo your comments
about Colonel Scott Willey of the United States
Air Force who offered us the greatest possible
support when the WEU delegation went to the
United States.
We have no speakers down for the debate, so
without further ado, I will put this to the vote. Mr.
Atkinson has covered the ground adequately.
We shall now vote on the draft recommendation
contained in Document 1435.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote
by roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft recommendation is agreed to'.
We
WEU
want much closer co-operation between
and the United States of America on the
173
l. Seepage45.
OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES ELEVENTH SITTING
6. The readiness and capabilities of aidorces
in WEU member states
(Presentation otand debate on the report ofthe Defence
Committee and votes on the draft recommendation
and draft order, Doc. 1444)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation of and debate on the report of the
Defence Committee on the readiness and capab-
ilities of airforces in WEU member states and
votes on the draft recommendation and draft
order, Document1444.
I call Mr. Hardy, Rapporteur of the Defence
Committee, to present his report.
Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). 
- 
I am deligh-
ted that the Defence Committee decided to embark
upon this report last December, and I accepted the
r6le of Rapporteur.
I am unable to present to the Assembly a report
which provides an adequately detailed assess-
ment, and the one conclusion that I do reach is
that we need, as a result of that assessment, to
carry out a further detailed and comprehensive
analysis of the condition of our respective air
forces before very long, in order to assess the
capabilities after that modest period, and to see
what improvements take place.
There are a whole raft of concerns, some of
them developed as a result of the debate this mor-
ning, in which a number of members of the
Assembly, in very good faith, assumed that the
respective air forces of our organisation could
take out railway lines, tanks or whatever without
difficulty. Unfortunately, one has very real doubts
about the capacity of our air forces to carry out ajob which most people in the Assembly felt was
relatively slight.
There is a whole variety of needs and anxieties.
Although I could not claim that the report is abso-
lutely comprehensive, I believe that it provides
sufficient evidence to justify particular concerns
and to identify particular needs. I hope that I have
presented this clearly.
Among the concerns is the undoubted fact that
there is one area of need which justifies anxiety.
That is the concern of member states to effect eco-
nomies. Obviously, maintaining an air force is a
very expensive business. Aircraft are expensive,
the equipment which is needed to maintain them
can be very costly, and the services of skilled,
highly qualified and committed people do not
come at all cheaply. Yet, if the air forces are to be
maintained, they will have to have good people
both to fly the aircraft and to maintain them.
But it is not sufficient merely to have an air
force, merely to have expensive aircraft, if they do
not engage in adequate training. There is real
doubt as to whether the quality of training in a
number of member states is anything remotely
approaching adequate.
I know 
- 
we have debated this in the past 
- 
that
low flying can be a very unpopular activity; but if
aircrew are not experienced in low flying they are
unlikely to possess the ability to survive in a hos-
tile environment. If they cannot survive in a hostile
environment, one has to question whether the air
force is valuable at all.
Then there is the question of effecting savings
in such a way as to benefit the taxpayer. This may
sometimes lead governments to engage 
- 
as some
Western European counffies now engage because
there is no alternative 
- 
civilian aircraft for trans-
port purposes.
However, military ransport aircraft are some-
times necessary in order to fly into a hostile envi-
ronment, and one cannot with any sense of res-
ponsibility earmark civilian aircraft and civilian
aircrews for that purpose. In any case, the civilian
aircraft are unlikely to have the capacity to deflect
missiles or employ electronic counter-measures
or have aircrew who are trained to have a chance
of survival following commissions of that kind.
Therefore, reliance upon the civilian aeroplane is
irresponsible.
We also have the temptation to rely on the ser-
vices of civilian contractors. There is a place for
them 
- 
it is essential that there is proper budgeting
and a competitive spirit within the national ser-
vices 
- 
but if we rely upon civilian conffactors
who are employed frorir Mbnday to Friday between
9 a.m. and 5 p.m., there are real dangers in the
event of a crisis.
In any case, although it is difficult to value, it is
appropriate that we retain in our services the qua-
lity and number of uniformed personnel who can
maintain the ethos of the service. One cannot put
that into a balance sheet, because it is difficult to
value, but if the military is to maintain its quality,
the politicians need to have regard to the impor-
tance of maintaining the ethos which uniform, tra-
dition and commitment to service provide.
We heard from one or two members this mor-
ning the suggestion that Europe could go it alone
in military activity 
- 
that we could if necessary
manage without the superpower. The fact remains
that, in terms of early warning defence, reconnais-
sance and intelligence gathering, that is plainly
impossible.
The table in my report shows that only Britain
and France possess 
- 
and then only in relatively
small numbers 
- 
the Sentry aircraft that are essen-
tial to a broadly based and independent r6le. Our
reconnaissance and early warning AWACS capa-
city in Europe as a whole is negligible.
We also heard about taking out targets in areas
such as Bosnia, where offence to decency and
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European stability is offered. It may be possible
on a sunny day that many of our air forces have
that capacity, but the report demonstrates, I hope
very clearly, that Europe as a whole does not pos-
sess adequate all-weather strike capability for its
air forces.
For them to operate without ground control,
without at least that capability, would make most
of those missions abortive; or, if the aircrew are
not adequately trained, costly, perhaps in human
life. If we do not regard human life as important,
let me remind the Assembly that aircraft are very
expensive and cannot be thrown away like pea-
shooters.
I therefore suggest that the Assembly should
embark upon a very serious assessment of the
situation over the next two years, and I should like
very much to suggest and emphasise that it would
be exffemely useful for the Assembly to work
with the WEU Planning Cell.
I made a brief visit to the Planning Cell in Brus-
sels in July. It seems to me 
- 
I believe that this
was recommended in the report presented by Mrs.
Baarveld-Schlaman 
- 
that the accord, relationship
and understanding between the Assembly and the
Planning Cell could be more emphasised.
If we are to embark on the sort of assessment
that my study revealed to be absolutely necessary,
it would be highly desirable for that relationship
to be extended in the direction to which I pointed.
If I may say, Madam Speaker 
- 
I am sorry, Mr.
President, I was imagining that I was in the House
of Commons 
- 
we are seeing some good signs.
Earlier this month, we saw the first air force exer-
cise under the auspices of WEU. It did not embrace
all member states, but a number of them were
engaged in exercise Purple Nova, which was the
first of its kind. We should see more such exer-
cises.
We should also welcome the recent decision to
establish the Franco-British air unit, which will be
commanded by a French general and centred upon
Northwood in the United Kingdom. That is
valuable, but we should not beguile ourselves by
assuming that it serves and represents the whole
organisation, because it plainly does not.
France and Britain have borne the overwhel-
ming brunt of the burdens accepted by Europe in
recent peace-keeping exercises and in the huma-
nitarian cause. Today, French and British aircraft
are based and flying in the Gulf, in Turkey and in
former Yugoslavia. French and British aircraft
have been involved 
- 
in the French case they were
civil aircraft under contrrct 
- 
in supporting the
humanitarian cause in Rwanda. It has put enor-
mous additional burdens, not merely upon our
respective countries, but upon the personnel who
are involved.
I pointed out in the Defence Committee only a
week or two ago that people from a number of
RAF fronrline units today are spending twice as
much time abroad as they were two years ago 
-
perhaps more time abroad on unaccompanied
tours than when the cold war was at its most
intense.
Some members of the Assembly still believe that
the end of the cold war meant the end of anxiety. It
was pointed out by Mr. Atkinson during the last
debate that the causes, risks and dangers of insta-
bility in the world are increasing and that the cold
war contributed to stability. Since the end of the
cold war we have seen the horrors of Yugoslavia
and in a few more months a few hundred thousand
people more may die.
We are talking about very grave matters and I
suggest to the Assembly that we have to maintain
air forces which can meet more than the purposes
of national defence. To be quite blunt and without
wishing to cause offence, many of our member
states could not even contribute adequately to that
for themselves.
We have to maintain air forces which can fulfil
international need by denying the skies to aggres-
sors. That r6le has been touched upon several
times in debates here and, apart from the Ameri-
cans, that r6le has been performed by the British,
the French and the Dutch, as was demonstrated in
the recent attack on the airfield at Udobin in for-
mer Yugoslavia that was taken out of commission
by a clinical exercise which we may have to
repeat there and in other parts of the world in the
years ahead.
We need to have a capacity to deny the skies,
but we must also recognise that it is not possible
in modern terms to engage in land activities
without adequate capacity to control the skies and
prevent attack upon our troops on the ground. It
is, of course, essential that we have adequate
capacity to ensure that such roops are supplied.
I regret that the report is not sufficiently com-
prehensive to have allowed me to write authorita-
tively about the rotary wing element of our
various air forces. Although I discovered that we
possess within WEU more than 800 military heli-
copters, member states did not specify the pur-
pose to which their helicopter inventories could
be devoted. We need more detailed appraisal of
that.
There was one further omission and I owe it to
Sir Keith Speed of the United Kingdom to put
right. Other members who have been involved in
the navies of our various member states will want
this point to be made. The report was about air
forces, but members will fully appreciate that in a
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number of member states very significant air
forces are possessed by the navy. The report was
devoted to air forces and not to navies, but I
would hate the Assembly to imagine that I did not
properly appreciate the worth and quality of heli-
copters such as the Sea Ha:rier and the Sea King
and other aircraft possessed by the British Royal
Navy and the navies of a number of member
states, not least that of the Netherlands.
That omission may have to be remedied when
the more detailed and fuller appraisal that I hope
the Assembly will approve, and which is dealt
with in recommendation 1 and the draft order
before the Assembly this afternoon, is carried out.
It may be that a number of members may feel
that they ought not to vote for a repon which
might demonstrate national weakness. That would
be to adopt an attitude of gross irresponsibility.
We should be prepared to point out need, in the
interest of a proper alliance and ensuring that
Europe can pull its weight in the world.
It has long been our practice to rely on the secu-
rity which a superpower can provide. I am not in
any way anti-American, although I have never
been given to effirsive and enthusiastic support of
our ally because, ultimately, we have to assume
that self-interest will be the final arbiter of politi-
cal decision and if that is the case it is ridiCulous
and irresponsible for Europe to imagine that we
shall always be able to rely on the support of the
United States, which is increasingly beginning to
realise that Europe has a population 507o higher
than that of the United States and has economic
resources, if properly managed and applied, to
provide a sufficiency of economic capacity to
allow Europe to bear a greater share of the bur-
dens of its own security.
We are not concerned merely with Europe, as
the previous report allowed us to appreciate. The
changes in North Africa are such as to create
future anxiety; the disposal of the huge armoury
of the Warsaw Pact is also a factor that should not
be ignored. The Soviet Union built some exfemely
effective war planes in quite substantial numbers
and it is not inconceivable that these could be
obtained and deployed by those who would be
happy to provide a threat to European security.
For all those reasons, we have an obligation to
remind our governments that they have to main-
tain an adequate air capacity and that it should be
modern, effrcient and well-trained.
I shall not speak for much longer as there are
other serious matters before the Assembly this
afternoon, but it is also reasonable to draw the
attention of the Assembly to the inventory presen-
ted in the tables attached to the report. It reveals
that many of our air forces possess rather old air-
craft. I recall being taken to task in the committee
because I used the words, rather antiquated. One
of my British colleagues said that I should call a
spade a spade and that if aircraft were obsolete we
should say so. Many of the air forces in Western
Europe have aircraft which are very obsolete
indeed, if it is possible to apply a superlative to
that word.
Indeed, they are so old that I wonder whether
they are ever allowed to fly, except straight and
level round the airfield on a sunny afternoon. That
is not what air forces at the end of the 20th century
should be about. The tasks which they may have
to face are perilous and require extremely high
levels of skill, and the aircraft and advanced
equipment that they contain require very profes-
sional servicing and maintenance. Those matters
are crucial and we cannot rely on the United
States to do that job for us.
The report is not particularly cheerful. I hope
that it is responsible and I trust that the Assembly
will act sufflrciently responsively this afternoon as
to approve it.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Hardy. I
may not be the woman Speaker of the House of
Commons, but I know some of the difficulties that
you had in compiling your report. I am sure that
the Assembly would wish to congratulate you on
the dedication that you have shown in producing
an interesting and relevant report.
We have three speakers to add to the gloss that
you have already put on this matter. The first is
Lord Newall.
Lord NEWALL (United Kingdom). 
- 
I know
that we are short of time, so I shall be brief as
usual. Mr. Hardy's eloquence is superseded only
by his report. Although his speech was probably
longer than his report, the report is nevertheless
important.
I have had many discussions with various mem-
bers, and they all agree that, in most of our coun-
tries, cuts in defence budgets are too severe. They
have resulted in stretching many of our capabili-
ties too far in many instances. Units must some-
times borrow from one another to fulfil tasks and
many commanders are wearing two or even tfuee
hats at the same time.
If the world were always at total peace, it would
be a wonderful world. We have heard from Mr.
Atkinson, with his chilling scenario of what might
happen, and his report is also to be commended.
However, we know that reality at present is diffe-
rent. The report mentions some examples: nor-
thern Iraq, the Gulf, and Bosnia, which is current-
ly one of our biggest headaches. There are many
others, such as Angola, Cyprus and Somalia. Some
have come and gone and some are still there.
Tomorrow, who knows where it may be necessary
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to intervene in order to save hundreds or even
thousands of lives. Never has there been a greater
need for internationally integrated forces to be
able to train, react and work together for the ulti-
mate benefit of the world at large.
The r6le of the air forces of WEU is well
brought out in this report, showing the strengths
as well as the weaknesses of member states. What
is also brought out is the fact that even more
importance should be given to the people who
actually use modern machines of war. That is a
vital factor, for without the human skills to oper-
ate them properly, those intricate instruments of
battle are just pieces of useless metal.
Cutbacks in personnel and finance have often
reduced the training of many of our pilots, not to
mention the ffaining and experience of our sol-
diers on the ground. In these days of smaller but
none the less turbulent and costly wars, internatio-
nal co-operation andjoint training are absolutely
essential, and not enough is yet being done. It
does not really matter under what umbrella the
forces are serving: United Nations, CSCE, NAIO,
WEU or any other. We must be prepared to send
rapid reaction forces anywhere that is necessary,
and I fear that some of our ministers in our coun-
tries are dragging their feet in organising such
military co-operation.
However, it is good to see in the report the list ofjoint exercises that have been taking place since
1991, and those are to be commended. But often,
too few countries take part actively and only send
observers. The recent exercise at the beginning of
this month, Purple Nova, which Mr. Hardy men-
tioned, is an example of what is needed, although
the results of that exercise have yet to be publi-
shed.
Franco-British military co-operation has paved
the way for further joint action, and that is being
developed. The new combined air forces' Plan-
ning Cell between France and the United King-
dom will also be very useful, especially if it deve-
lops to include other countries, as is expected. We
look forward to the success of that new initiative,
signed recently between Great Britain and France
at Chartres. At present, it is only a Planning Cell,
but it is a really good start.
Mr. Hardy mentioned the aging of many of the
aircraft, which has concerned him considerably
and rightly so. That is a more domestic matter in
the fust instance. However, if old aircraft are used
in a joint operation, their reliability and capability
to operate could be called into question and, with
a possible lack of spare parts, the efficiency of the
whole operation could be put into jeopardy.
So air defence and its operational capability is
an extremely important issue. Nevertheless, aero-
planes alone cannot win a war, as has been so
fully demonstrated by the happenings in Bihac.
So, although the report is about air forces, mem-
bers must be left in no doubt that coupled with
that is the importance of all forces being fully
equipped, maintained and, even more important,jointly exercised, to provide a peace-keeping and
humanitarian r6le in order to save lives.
This report is excellent as far as it goes, and I
hope that a follow-up report will fill in some of
the gaps in the future.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Lord Newall.
The next speaker is Mr. Borderas.
Mr. BORDERAS (.!pain) (Translation). 
- 
I read
Mr. Hardy's report with great interest and I would
like to take up four very specific points among the
many in the report.
The first concerns the whole issue of low-alti-
tude flights, which poses a considerable problem
in many European countries, including my own,
because they unleash a tremendous public outcry
owing to the disturbance caused by this type of
flight to the population, and those places in Euro-
pe which are densely populated. This has already
been raised in an earlier report, three or four years
ago I think, and it was a very thoughtful piece of
work. I think this problem is still topical and
should be examined in more depth.
The second point concerns the development,
production and shared use of flight simulators. I
do not believe this point has been sufficiently
developed in Mr. Hardy's report and I think fur-
ther thought should be given to this aspect; these
are technical constituents which can make consi-
derable savings in terms of personnel, energy and
financial resources, not to mention the nuisance
referred to earlier, caused by other types of flight
such as low-level flights. What is more, this is a
high-technology area which these days calls for
collaboration between different companies and
different countries.
My third point relates to the European fighter
aircraft, EFA or EFA 2000, a very advanced pro-ject, for which the first prototypes have been
approved in the United Kingdom. This is a joint
project between the United Kingdom, Germany,
Spain and Italy, which is a very important contri-
bution to the aircraft of the future and also to the
European aircraft industry itself.
Finally, there is the European ransport aircraft.
This is a more remote, but nonetheless important
project which needs to be developed, and on which
we are greatly dependent, largely because of the
proliferation of rapid intervention forces and the
need to deploy forces far away from European
frontiers, or frontiers within Europe. There is an
obvious need for such aircraft, since no European
country is well equipped in this area at the moment.
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For all these reasons I think that the subject of air
forces 
- 
their development, the ffaining of manpo-
wer, etc. 
- 
is very complicated, difficult and costly,
as others have pointed out before me. However, I
believe that it is a matter to which we should give
our attention at future meetings and in future
reports, and doubtless both the Defence Committee
and the Assembly itself will take account of this.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Borderas.
I call Lord Mackie, a distinguished veteran flyer
of yesteryear, who is not necessarily speaking on
behalf of the United Kingdom.
Lord MACKIE of BENSHIE (United King-
dom). 
- 
I am glad that I was not described as anti-
quated 
- 
when I look at modern aircraft I some-
times feel that way.
Some things do not change. In his report Mr.
Hardy has highlighted the fact that one must have
uniformed ground crew able to service aircraft
under battle conditions. It is no good having many
aircraft if they are unserviceable. They must be at
a state of readiness 
- 
and kept that way. Mr. Hardy
emphasised that it is all very well to have aircraft
serviced swiftly and competenfly by civilian per-
sonnel, but that is not enough to cope with battle
conditions.
In the previous debate 200 beautiful brains and
eloquent tongues were silenced and grounded by a
breakdown in the broadcasting system here.
Without that system the Assembly ground to a
halt.It was because there were technicians on the
ground that we were able to start again. It is vital
that any air force of whatever time 
- 
but certainly
today with our high-tech instruments 
- 
has able
personnel who can service the aircraft. That admi-
rable point was brought out in Peter Hardy's com-
mendable report.
Governments have always saved money by cut-
ting flying hours. Mr. Hardy has provided some
valuable information 
- 
he has assembled the num-
ber of flying hours in the various air forces. It is
crucial that air crews, both navigators and pilots,
have plenty of flying experience. That point was
well brought out in the report.
The issue of low flying is also vital. I am happy
to say that we have much low flying in Scotland
where there are a number of air forces. We put up
with it happily knowing that it is essential for the
well-being of the armed forces and our future
safety.
Mr. Hardy also said that he should make another
report and compile more information, which
would be immensely valuable to us in the Assem-
bly, and the Council and to the governments
of our countries. I congratulate Mr. Hardy on his
excellent report.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Lord Mackie. I
am afraid that in order to complete the programme
tomorrow I have had to draw the line at any other
speakers 
- 
the list closed at lunchtime. I apologise
to anyone affected by that, but I am sure that
everyone will understand the difficulties. I should
like us to dispose of Mr. Hardy's report before the
French Prime Minister addresses us.
Would you like to make a brief reply, Mr.
Hardy?
Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). 
- 
I shall first
reply to my colleague, Mr. Borderas, by saying
that I am well aware of the need to use simulators
and other modern technology in training. It is
expensive to buy, but a great deal cheaper to ope-
rate than aircraft.
I had the privilege of attempting to fly the Tri-
Star simulator that the airforce owns which is
identical to the one owned by British Airways and
used in the fraining of pilots of large TriStar air-
craft. If one were to seek to fly the Atlantic in a
Tristar whose pilot's training had been restricted
to the simulator one would not be eager to check
in to fly on that aircraft. Anyone who did so
would cenainly adopt the Italian practice of burs-
ting into applause when the aircraft made a safe
landing.
On the subject of low flying, I mentioned the
Planning Cell, for which I have considerable
respect. I had a conversation with one of the cell,
Group Captain Bill fummer of the Royal Air
Force, who was station commander of RAF
Cottesmore before he went to Brussels. RAF Cot-
tesmore is devoted to multilateral training of the
Tornado air crew of Germany, Britain and Italy.
The British put up with the low-flying training
of the German and Italian trainees at RAF Cottes-
more, and must continue to do so. It is not reaso-
nable for us to accept that our German or Italian
colleagues can train as pilots 
- 
including training
in low-flying skills 
- 
but that there should be no
opportunity to practise and maintain those skills
when they have completed their training. If those
pilots and navigators are to survive they must
have low flying ftaining. If they do not, we shall
perhaps be asking them to engage in operational
activities for which they are ill-equipped. That
would be irresponsible action on behalf of those
responsible for any national air force.
I am extremely grateful for the comments of
Lord Newall. Although I believe that his expe-
rience is largely related to the army, he has made
important conftibutions. I offer one challenge to
members, some of whom will recognise that air-
to-air refuelling is an essential skill and capacity
that must be maintained to extend the range of
operational aircraft. Members should inquire
about the air-to-air refuelling capacity of their
national air forces. If they were to do that and all
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the answers were compiled members would pro-
bably be surprised, if not astonished.
Lord Mackie of Benshie will be aware that I
appreciate his interest in this subject and very
much welcome his endorsement of my report. As
the President said, Lord Mackie has more know-
ledge and experience of such matters than anyone
else in the Assembly. If Lord Mackie believes that
my report is commendable, I am grateful and obli-
ged to him.
Lord Mackie stressed one vital fact 
- 
that we
must maintain uniformed personnel and not allow
the excessive contractorisation or privatisation of
parts of our services. That is a danger in a number
of member states, including my own. I hope that
Lord Mackie's comments 
- 
which I trust more
than complemented my modest comments 
- 
will
have some significance and will exercise the
degree of influence that his experience deserves.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mrs. Baarveld-Schla-
man, Vice-Chairman of the Defence Committee.
Mrs. BAARVELD-SCHLAM All{ ( Nethe rlands )(Translation). 
- 
Mr. President, as Vice-Chairman
of the Defence Committee I would like to say a
few words on our committee's approach to this
report. As Mr. Hardy writes in the report, he could
not include all the data he had hoped to discuss
in it. For that reason the Defence Committee ini-
tially thought it could not yet present the report to
the Assembly. But the Rapporteur managed to
convince the committee, agreeing to incorporate
all the information that was missing from this
report in a subsequent one. In my view the
Assembly should therefore regard this report as
a first step towards the complete report that
Mr. Hardy will present at later sessions of this
Assembly. Lord Mackie has also recommended
this course to Mr. Hardy and the Defence Com-
mittee. We are happy to agree.
At this point I can inform the Assembly that the
Defence Committee has unanimously adopted
Mr. Hardy's report. I would ask the Assembly to
do the same.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We shall now vote on the
draft recommendation contained in Document
t444.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote
by roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft recommendation is agreed to unani-
mously '.
I now call Mr. Mitolo, to speak in explanation
of the vote. I ask him to keep it very brief because
we are within minutes of the arrival of the French
Prime Minister.
Mr. MITOLO (haly) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Presi-
dent, a few brief words to say that I voted in
favour of Mr. Hardy's report, appreciating as I do
his serious approach and sense of responsibility.
I am less appreciative, however, of a comment,
which perhaps slipped out during his reply, saying
that it is an Italian habit to applaud pilots, in what
connection I do not know. As for myself, as an old
Italian fighter pilot, it is my practice to base my
remarks on experience and that of the Italian air
force and airlines in peace and war is worthy of
the greatest respect.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We shall now vote on the
draft order contained in Document 1444.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft order.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The drafi order is agreed to2.
Congratulations to Mr. Hardy.
That completes this part of the business. There
is still some other business to follow, but I intend
now to adjourn the Assembly for five minutes.
The French Prime Minister is due within three or
four minutes, when I will bring him in. I will have
the bells rung once we are ready to proceed. I ask
members to be back in their places in good time.
(The sitting was suspended at 5.50 p.m. and
resumed at 6 p.m.)
7. Address by Mn Balladur,
Prime Minister of France
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We now come to the high-
light of our day's proceedings 
- 
indeed, probably
the highlight of this session's proceedings.
See page 47.
See page 48.
1.
2.
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It would be very disingenuous and gauche of me
to try to introduce our very distinguished guest. I
will merely say that, in the time that he has been
Prime Minister of France, Mr. Edouard Balladur
has made a tremendous impression, not only in
his own country but in the countries of Europe,
many of which are represented here today.
He is a man whose capacity for seeing the future
and for discerning things is renowned. That was
exemplified only today in the latest issue of Le
Monde, when he talked about many European
issues, particularly defence and WEU.
Like all top statesmen, Mr. Balladur is a very
busy man. He has just flown in from Bonn, and he
has some very important appointments of state
immediately after speaking to us. Understandably,
therefore, he is not in a position to answer ques-
tions after his speech.
We are very grateful to him for coming to talk to
us, because we know lesser men who call off in
these circumstances, because of their heavy sche-
dule. He has been a good friend to us before 
- 
he
supported the reception that we had in the spring
at the Assemblde Nationale, and we were grateful
to him for that.
Without further ado, I ask you, Prime Minister,
to address us.
Mr. BALLADUR (Prime Minister of France)
(Translation). 
- 
Mr. President, ladies and gentle-
men, it is a great privilege for me to be able to
address the only European parliamentary Assem-
bly empowered to deal with the subjects of secu-
rity and defence.
The fact that you are at one and the same time
members of our national parliaments and in most
cases specialists on defence questions enhances
the quality and authority of your Assembly's
work. A mere glance at the agenda for this session
and the subjects covered by the reports presented
is sufficient to show that you are concerned with
questions at the heart of our continent's defence
problems.
In two areas, in particular, you have shown the
way by taking initiatives which have later been
confirmed by intergovernmental decisions: I am
referring to co-operation in the space field and the
opening of WEU towards the countries of Central
and Eastern Europe. For many years, your Assem-
bly has been proposing the creation of a European
satellite surveillance system and been inviting
representatives from the Central European coun-
tries to attend debates. As you know, these two
lines of action have also been adopted by the Coun-
cil of WEU, in particular on France's initiative.
I welcome this oppornrnity of reiterating that
France's European policy gives high priority to
the creation of a defence and security identity
commensurate with the capacity and power of
the members of the European Union, as I had
occasion to write just yesterday in the French
press. I am glad to tell you that the French presi-
dency of the Union, due to start in a month's time,
will direct all its efforts towards this target because
the new realities of the sinration in Europe daily
provide greater reason for this long-term enter-
prise in which WEU must, of course, be the keys-
tone.
I should like to offer you some thoughts about
the next few stages in the European defence time-
table.
Today we are faced by two central questions:
what more can we do together as member coun-
tries of WEU? What can we do with our Central
and Eastern European partners who are seeking tojoin us?
Doing more together as signatories of the modi-
fied Brussels Treaty means working for the futr,ue
emergence of a European defence as recommen-
ded by Mr. Baumel's report. The target is there-
fore ambitious and involves many intermediate
steps but the important thing is to have it clearly
defined right from the start.
I believe that this is one of the most vital neces-
sities of the years to come. The ambition must be
shared by all Europeans but it is for France to
make every effort to show the way. It owes this to
its history which has by turns seen it at the heart
of the rifts and reconciliations of our continent. It
owes it to what we inherited from General de
Gaulle who restored our country to its position
among the first in Europe and the world.
France has decided that as from January next
security should be one of the first prioritiei of its
presidency of the European Union. As you know
better than I do, ladies and gentlemen, this will
not be achieved in six months; our hope is to add
a few bricks to a building for which the founda-
tions have already been laid and which is now
beginning to take on clear form; our wish is also
to create greater awareness of the need for this
enterprise.
At a time when the countries of former Yugosla-
via are falling deeper and deeper into the horrors
of civil war and the strongest rule by force, how
can we fail to understand that people in all our
countries are deeply disturbed? How can we fail
to understand that they are saying to us, their
governments, leaders and representatives: what is
the value of this European ambition which has
given us peace and prosperity for the last fifty
years if its basic values are treated with derision a
few kilometres beyond our frontiers? We must not
underestimate the doubts, worries and sometimes
the indignation of our publics.
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The European Union cannot be isolationist on
its own continent. More than anyone else, it must
work for stability and security throughout Europe.
It was for this reason that as long ago as April
1993,I suggested a stability pact, which has since
taken on more definite form, and I hope, will
come to fruition in the next few months. This is a
preventive measure to which I shall return shortly.
Europe must, however, also have the means to
intervene when prevention has failed and wea-
pons are blunted. This is regrettable, more diffi-
cult and more dangerous but the brave thing to do
is to say that it is necessary.
Above all, ladies and gentlemen, it is a matter of
political will. Here again, let us remember 
- 
and it
is a Frenchman speaking to you, so I hope you
will forgive me for the reference 
- 
the example of
General de Gaulle who, with a few men and a sha-
dow army, won against those who wished to give
up. Where there's a will, there's bound to be a way.
This is not, however, solely a question for Euro-
peans. It is also one for our American allies who
made the liberation of Europe possible fifty years
ago and who, as we must all admit, have since
guaranteed its security.
Their contribution to the stategic balance of our
continent is still vital. The ideals of liberty and
democracy which we share with them are still the
strongest unifying force of the alliance to which we
all belong. I want the alliance to remain strong and
vigorous. In my view, it is always on the agenda.
Even so, must Europeans always have to wait
for an American decision to know what they can
do as regards security? Is it not possible to think
of sharing r6les and drawing up new rules for the
game?
The case of former Yugoslavia affords proof of
the very understandable American hesitation to
commit troops on the ground when crises arise in
Europe. I am not criticising,I am simply noting a
fact. If I were American, I would perhaps feel the
same.
It has to be admitted, however, that the implica-
tions of this state of affairs have never been faced.
Europeans and in particular the member countries
of WEU have individually and in stages sent men
to the territory of former Yugoslavia in the service
of the United Nations. Their effort is deserving of
praise because, in all, the main strength of the
forces deployed has consisted of over 15 000
men. Nevertheless, these European contingents
have not been merged into a single force and
WEU as such has performed only a marginal r6le,
as we must all recognise.
Why are Europeans holding back? I should like
to suggest a possible explanation 
- 
which as I
recognise is no more than that. When these contin-
gents were deployed in 1992-1993, did not Euro-
peans have the idea that the United States might
intervene? Did they not feel that by combining and
acting independently they might in some way have
given a sort of negative signal to their allies across
the Atlantic? Were they not, so to speak, keeping a
seat for a guest who failed to turn up?
Just let us imagine now that these 15 000 men
had acted together as a coherent group. The Euro-
pean Union's influence on the conflict would have
been quite different and much more decisive.
It is pointless to rewrite history now but the les-
sons need to be drawn. Europeans must realise
that they will have to face certain crises in Europe
alone. They must prepare themselves to do so and
be ready to accept full responsibility.
Do not get me wrong. Not for one moment is
there any question of breaking or weakening the
transatlantic security link. The common defence
of Europe must continue to be planned with our
American allies.
I hope that tomorrow, as yesterday, the United
States will still be prepared to send their troops to
defend their allies' frontiers. Not out of friendship
alone, although friendship counts or should count
in the lives of nations, but because these are also
the frontiers of their own values and ultimately of
their own security.
Crisis-management is, however, something quite
different. Europeans must be able to decide and
act for themselves because experience shows that
they alone can have, or want, or actually have a
major interest in performing that r6le.
I call, therefore, for a close dialogue, in an
atmosphere of ffust, between the United States
and Europe on a clearer sharing of responsibilities
in our continent. A major step forward was taken
in just such an atmosphere, last January, at the
most recent NAIO summit. This debate must go
on, avoiding unilateralism on either side of the
Atlantic as this would affect confidence itself.
Here again, let us not find unhappy precedents in
the Yugoslav affair. You all understand that I am
referring in particular to the lifting of the arms
embargo.
We must also realise that we Europeans cannot
go into this debate unless we have the resources
we need to meet our responsibilities.
The creation of these resources is not a priority
in the institutions' discussions. In the past, theore-
tical disputes have too often taken the front stage.
I wrote these words yesterday and I now repeat
them here. What is now essential is to know whatjoint effort the European states are prepared to
make in practice.
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You will have understood that I favour a prag-
matic approach. Are a number of European coun-
tries, united by the same security guarantee, pre-
pared to cultivate effective joint military co-ope-
ration bilaterally or in small groups? If they are
and their European ambition is clear, it will then
be easier to decide the question of institutions.
Here, it seems to me that substantial results have
been achieved in the last few years.
The first and now familiar initiative is the
European corps. This Franco-German project has
become a European reality. Our Belgian, Spanish
and Luxembourg partners have joined us to provide
a multilateral basis for this army corps whose mili-
tary credibility now matches its political visibility.
By virtue of the size of its contingents, the crea-
tion of a permanent general staff at Strasbourg and
the sftength of the underlying political will, the
European corps is making an exemplary contribu-
tion to plans for European defence. It has never
been its ambition, however, to monopolise Euro-
pean defence.
This frst achievement had to be followed by
other similar initiatives. Through two projects for
air and land forces, this is what we have done with
Italy and Spain. The defence ministers recently
met in Seville to give fresh impetus to these pro-
jects so that they can be submitted to WEU in the
spring of 1995. I hope that by then plans can be
finalised between the three countries.
Lastly, the recent creation of a Franco-British
European air force group complements these pro-
jects, both geographically and functionally. In this
case also, a permanent general staff will be set up
to prepare the way for a wide range of internatio-
nal operations involving humanitarian tasks and
the maintenance or restoration of peace.
These three multinational forces or planned
forces can be fully complementary. All three arms
- 
land, sea and air 
- 
are involved. These forces,
present in the central European theatre in the
shape of the European corps will, given their
mobility and their Mediterranean dimension, be
capable of intervening in the most remote theatres
and in particular for humanitarian or peace-kee-
ping tasks.
Each of these forces is internally consistent and
has its own operational credibility. They will be
able to develop more clearly-defined relations
with WEU or NAIO, as the European corps has
and as the Franco-Spanish-Italian and Franco-
British forces will be able to.
It can well be imagined that these forces may
form more direct links so that they can intervene
together if necessary, because they complement
each other. This should be the next step in our co-
operative efforts because there is, indeed, a risk,
namely that the proliferation of institutions or
more accurately, organisations involving a variety
of countries, fields and theaffes and with a variety
of weapons will in the long run create confusion.
The time will come when we shall all 
- 
I actually
think this time has already come 
- 
feel the need
for better organisation and greater cohesion. This
can only be achieved through WEU.
What can the framework for this co-operation
be? The countries providing these troops will of
course have to discuss this with each other. It is
still too soon to make definite proposals when the
forces are not yet fully operational. But, among the
various circles of enhanced European co-operation
which should in the future enable Europe to go
ahead with greater flexibility, ttrcre clearly emerges
the circle of countries which want to establish a
common defence. This circle, to use the word I
prefer, clearly has its place within WEU. Natur-
ally, it is open to everyone who wishes to join.
The formation of multinational forces is not suffi-
cient to implement such a project.The equipment,
logistics and intelligence so necessary for managing
the crises which face us must also be available.
Here, space co-operation can play a decisive
r6le as is stressed in the remarkable report of your
Technological and Aerospace Committee presen-
ted by Mr. Valleix. That is why France has been
working towards that end for many years. With
its Spanish and Italian partners, it launched the
Helios I programme which, as from next year, will
be supplying high-resolution pictures to the WEU
European verification satellite centre. Further pro-
gress will be made with the Helios tr programme
and the implementation of the Osiris prograrnme.
This is an operational, technological and indus-
trial project which will emancipate Europe in
some measure in the matter of space reconnais-
sance. I say emancipate deliberately. I discussed
the subject yesterday evening and as late as this
morning with Chancellor Kohl at the Franco-Ger-
man summit just held in Bonn. I have every hope
that here too the determination of our two coun-
tries will enable Europe to take a further step
towards equipping itself with the operational
resources that it lacks.
Here I will mention just briefly the need for a
stronger drive for arms co-operation. This is being
helped by the formation of new groups or associa-
tions of European companies which have their
own industrial and financial logic. The develop-
ment should be encouraged because it goes hand-
in-hand with more rational economic and budge-
tary arms prograrnmes. This co-operation should
also lead on ultimately to the creation of a real
European armaments agency for which France
and Germany have decided to lay down the frst
markers.
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Finally, the political will should be strong
enough to favour a European choice. This is what
happened a few months ago when the Horizon fri-
gate programme was launched. I hope that the
iame choice will be made for the production of
the future transport aircraft for our forces. To sum
up, ladies and gentlemen, the European members
of WEU must marshal their efforts in two direc-
tions: firstly, they must not seek to produce every-
thing themselves in their own country because no
one will succeed; secondly, where co-operation is
concerned, preference must be given, without
aggressive nationalistic posturing to European co-
operation over any other kind. If these two condi-
tions are fulfilled, the European armaments indus-
try will have real content, depth and significance.
If they are not, the result will be different.
The other great question before us is what our
policy can be towards otn Central and Eastern
European partners in the matter of security and
defence?
This question has links with our plans for Euro-
pean defence in the case of the counffies seeking
to join us, but here and now we must look at the
transition now facing us.
The enlargement of the western defence organi-
sations, namely, WEU and NAIO, is now on the
agenda. As you know, each of these organisations
has its own logic.
The enlargement of WEU will follow from that
of the European Union. Cohesion between the
European Union and the organisation destined to
become its military comPonent, namely WEU,
must be encouraged. The drive towards Europe,
within which the security dimension is now
an integral part, must be brought to final conclu-
sion.
This subject will have to be considered in
conjunction with the great 1996 debate at the inter-
governmental conference which will have to dis-
cuss any necessary changes to the European insti-
tutions. This date is fixed for us by the declaration
of the WEU counffies annexed to the European
Union treaty. It is also fixed by the date 1998, when
we have to review the modified Brussels Treaty.
While the enlargement of WEU has its own
logic, it will have to be considered in conjunction
with that of NATO. The question for Europeans,
in fact, will be to decide whether they are prepa-
red to share a security guarantee with one of their
neighbours, in other words to guarantee its fron-
tiers without doubling up with an American gua-
rantee. A yes answer would mean a major shift in
the balance of Euro-Atlantic security. Do we want
this? Are our peoples ready for it?
For the time being, let us not seek to link the
enlargement of WEU and NATO together too
rigidly, but let us bear fully in mind the repercus-
sions of the one on the other.
What will be the main lines of this debate on the
enlargement of the defence organisations?
Firstly, we understand and share the aspirations
of our Cenfial and Eastern European partners to
live within the same security space. Quite clearly,
the security of the Central European countries is
inseparable from that of France. As I am speaking
for France, this is not simply a moral solidarity
but a realistic perception of our own interests. The
enlargement of both the Atlantic Alliance and
WEU within the next few years is well within
sight. This we announced clearly both at the Brus-
sels summit of the Atlantic Alliance in January
1994, and at the European Union summit in
Copenhagen in June 1993.
Enlargement must strengthen and in no way
weaken the alliances, which means that every
member country will have to contribute to the
combined strength. The security guarantee must
hold good for all members of the alliance. It will
not be an alliance between western countries and
Central European countries but among all the
member countries and especially among the Cen-
ftal European countries themselves after they
have joined these organisations.
It must also be remembered that the principal
aim of these enlargements is to increase stability
and security in Europe. The enlargement of the
security organisations must be seen as a natural
development by everyone on the continent in the
same way as the enlargement of the European
Union which is now seen as a natural and desi-
rable development. It would be wrong to impose
artificial delays but it would be equally mistaken
to set an arbitrary timetable. We must gear our
progrcss to that of the debate and to developments
over our continent as a whole.
One last principle which may appear obvious;
when the time comes, enlargement must be a com-
plete success and seen to be so by all member coun-
tries and their peoples. Security, which guarant€es
our freedom, is our most precious possession. We
cannot allow ourselves to start a process without
the full and wholehearted support of our countries
and the representatives of our peoples. In the past,
we have seen too many security commitments
which have not been met because they were not
based on the realities ofthe day orbacked by a firm
resolve which is to some extent the same thing.
In the case of NATO this principle is true for
Europe but also for the United States. I am almost
tempted to say particularly for the United States,
because their specific responsibility in the enlar-
gement of the alliance is quite clear. The worst
thing would be to press too soon for a debate, only
to find out that its outcome was not approved by
the United States Congress.
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Provided we can conduct a clear and reasoned
debate, I am optimistic about its outcome. In the
conditions I have outlined, our continent will
enjoy a deeper and more lasting peace when the
alliances have been enlarged.
Regardless of when this comes about, we can
strengthen co-operation with the Central and Eas-
tern European countries here and now. In addition
to bilateral relations, there are several possibilities
open to us.
The partnership for peace, which is not even a
year old, can be extended. At pan-European level,
the CSCE can also be strengthened and ftansfor-
med into a real, fully operational international
organisation. It is my hope that the summit on 6th
December next will breathe fresh life into the
CSCE, which is the only institution where the
European Union, together with the United States
and Russia, can work towards the unity of Europe
as a whole and create conditions for dialogue and
for the mutual trust necessary for lasting peace.
As I am addressing the Assembly of WEU, I
should like to say a little more about two specifi-
cally European projects.
First, the stability pact. You know that the inten-
tion is to build up a network of good neighbour
agreements between Central European countries
in order to guarantee their stability and to elimina-
te, as far as possible, all sources of future conflict.
This exercise in preventive diplomacy has been
going well for the last twelve months. Basically, it
is linked to the enlargement of the European
Union but it will have even greater influence on
the enlargement of the security organisations
which it will favour. An interim meeting of minis-
ters is due to be held next week in Budapest in
conjunction with the CSCE summit. France pro-
poses to hold the closing meeting at the end of
March. I hope that by then the good neighbour
agreements still outstanding will be concluded
and that the pact will provide a new focus for sta-
bility on our continent. I call upon the countries
involved to make a further effort to that end.
We can, however, go further in the case of the
Central European countries seeking to join the
European Union. We can compare ideas on the
challenges to European security because we have
to face them together even though we do not yet
belong to the same alliance. The frst aim would
be ajoint analysis of these challenges.
This is the purpose of the white paper on Europe
and security, which I have suggested WEU should
produce, in conjunction with the associate and
observer countries.
What are our ideas about the new security
threats or risks?
What are the best ways of meeting them?
What are the principles on which we intend to
base Europe's future security?
We can look for the answers together. The WEU
countries took up this proposal at their recent minis-
terial session. I am pleased to rrcte that our Central
and Eastern European partners responded favour-
ably to this move and in my view this is concrete
evidence of the solidarity which must unite us.
Ladies and gentlemen, one of the main chal-
lenges now facing us is to resolve the problem of
European security.
The Yugoslav crisis reminds us that unfortunately
peace and secuity do not naturally form part of his-
tory and this is also tue of Europe which is nearing
the third millennium. It is for politicians, parliamen-
tarians and govemments to persuade our publics of
the vital need to work harder in that direction.
Ladies and gentlemen,I am geatly honouredby
the invitation to address you and I would like to
thank your President and Bureau.
I would have liked to have spent more time on
what might have been an exchange of views on
the oh so-difficult problems of our future. Your
President has told you that unfortunately this is
not possible for me today but if you allow me
I would like to offer you some thoughts on the
future of our continent.
The first obvious point is that the European
Union must be enlarged. For the Union, it is a
moral duty with both political and economic
advantage. It is unthinkable that the countries
seeking to join us and share our values which
have freed themselves from the oppressor, should
be refused. The timetable, form, method and rate
of enlargement are open to discussion, but as I see
it, the objective can no longer be questioned.
The second point is that Europe is enlarging;
there are already fifteen of us in the European
Union and no doubt there will be more in five or
ten years' time, this enlargement must take place
through structures which will undoubtedly differ
from Europe working at six, nine or twelve-power
level. Decisions are not taken and authorityis not
shared in the same way when there are twenty or
twenty-five as when there are six or nine. All of us
must therefore think hard about the discussions
due to start in 1996.
The third point is that, in my view, the structure
of this Europe is far too complicated.
There are too many overlapping organisations,
whose geographical spheres and areas of author-
ity qre entangled. I am well aware that every one
of them has its history, traditions and reason for
existence. There is no question of using the knife
to destroy the solidarity which has been built up
over past decades. At the same time, Europe must
r84
OMCIAL REPORT OF DEBATES ELEVENTH SITTING
M r. Balladur ( continued)
be understandable to all its citizens. I would even
say that Europe must also be more understandable
for the people who have to govern it, including
lawmakers, parliamentarians, as you are, or mem-
bers of government. In the years ahead, we shall,
therefore, find we have to simplify the institutions.
The fourth point is that much has been done at
economic level over the last forty years. In econo-
mic, monetary and financial matters and in agri-
culture and commerce, the European Union has
made great advances. I am not saying that there is
nothing more to do; undoubtedly, the Union has
still to make further progress, particularly in
monetary matters. From now on, the great chal-
lenge for the Union will be to win greater political
clout. This will not be possible unless its military
rdle for defence and security is enhanced.
This, ladies and gentlemen, is where Western
European Union and your Assembly are called
upon to play their full r6le.
There can be no question of making a break with
anybody as I have already said and now repeat. I
am keener than anyone on Euro-American solida-
rity. It is, nevertheless, true that the European
Union which has a population of 350 million and
after enlargement will have not much less than 500
million, which has the highest production figures
in the world, which is the first trading area in the
world and is, moreover, the home of very old states
and wonderfrrl old civilisations 
- 
that this Europe,
as I said 
- 
cannot forever rely on others for its
security. From now on, the great target for Eur-
ope's future is that we should ourselves take more
responsibility for our own security.
This is diffrcult. We have our traditions, our
alliances and our favouritisms, which history has
left to each of us. If we do not ourselves take
charge of our security, there will be no security in
Europe and the European Union will remain an
economic organisation 
- 
which is good 
- 
but
without political or defence content. I believe that
this would be to fail and curtail what has been our
European ambition, or at least France's ambition,
from the very start.
Having said this, ladies and gentlemen, I have
not, by doing so, given answers to the many pro-
blems facing such an effort and no one is more
aware of this than me. The aim is, however, clear
and it is in your field that efforts must be stepped
up from now on.
If this cannot be done with all the members of the
European Union together, there must be no hesita-
tion in starting to go ahead more gradually with
those able and willing to do so. That is my proposal.
Believe me, I have made this proposal without
any intention ofexcluding anybody for any reason
whatsoever but solely as a pragmatic and effective
approach. I fully understand the reasons certain
states may have for not wishing to go ahead as
quickly as the others. I could have used the verb to
evolve because to progress means to make pro-
gress and some people may consider that to
evolve is not to progress. Let us not go into
semantics. I fully understand all the reasons but
the states which want to co-operate more closely
must be able to do so provided they do not do
so by closing the door, but on terms allowing
everyone to accede and co-operate.
Furthermore, what does the history of Europe
over the last half-century teach us? It is that the
most determined must make the start; then the
others always finish by joining in when those who
started first have succeeded. That is why starting
first me,ans equipping oneself with everything
needed for success.
So I come back to my introduction: all this is a
matter of political will. If we all wish it, Europe,
over the next ten to fifteen years, can and must
become not only a much bigger entity, allowing
countries in difficulties to accede to our system of
values and economic and social progress, but also
an entity ensuring political security, physical
security and stability for our continent.
- 
In other words, the great ambition for Europe's
future is very largely in your hands, ladies and
gentlemen. This is the appeal I make to you.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The applause in the cham-
ber clearly shows you, Prime Minister, our
response to your heartening and penetrating ana-
lysis of the European defence situation. It was
good of you to mention the two important
reports by our colleagues, Mr. Baumel and Mr.
Valleix. It was also encouraging to hear you
mention the Satellite Centre in Spain, upon
yhich we place so much store. And it was help-
ful of you to mention the Western European
Armaments Group, which will have an important
r6le to play in the coming year because of Fran-
ce's involvement in it, and the push that France
will undoubtedly put behind ir.
We noted the care with which you dealt with the
delicate but important question of future Ameri-
can relationships with Europe, and I am sure I
speak for practically everyone when I say that
we echo your call for a dialogue in depth to get
them right. There must be no false assumptions or
immediate decisions. The matter is far too impor-
tant to us all when it comes to long-term strategy.
It was fascinating to hear your analysis of events.
As I said when we began, this is a very busy time
for you and, politically, an important time in France.
It is also an exfremely difficult time for Europe,
with the festering sore of former Yugoslavia exer-
cising statesmen in all our countries.
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We know the weight of the difficulties, so we
are extremely grateful to you for coming here to
talk to us so forthrightly and so energetically
about these problems.
It only remains for me, Sir, on behalf of the
Assembly, to wish you Godspeed in all your
endeavours.
8. Change in the orders of the day
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
We are not having any anti-
climaxes after that splendid speech from the
Prime Minister of France. I must remind you that
time has not permitted Mr. Roman and Sir Russell
Johnston to present their reports. I suggest that
they be deferred until tomorrow morning.
9. Date, time and orders of the day
of the next sitting
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
[ propose that the Assem-
bly hold its nextpublic sitting tomorrow morning,
Thursday, lst December 1994, at 10 a.m. with the
following orders of the day:
1. The WEU Institute for Security Studies (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee for Parliamentary and Public
Relations and vote on the draft recommenda-
tion, Document 1430).
2. Western European Union (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee
for Parliamentary and Public Relations and
vote on the draft order, Document 1431).
3. WEU's relations with Russia (Presentation
of and debate on the report of the Political
Committee, Document 1440).
4. Address by IrIr. Kozyrev, Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Russia.
5. WEU's relations with Russia (Resumed
debate on the report of the Political Commit-
tee and votes on the draft recommendation
and draft order, Document 1440).
Are there any objections?...
The orders of the day of the next sitting are
therefore agreed to.
Does anyone wish to speak? ...
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 6.50 p.m.)
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1. Attendance register.
2. Adoption of the minutes
3. The WEU Institute for Security Studies (Presentation of
and debate on the reporT of the Committee for Parliamen-
tary and Public Relations ard vote on the draft recom-
mendation. Doc. 1430).
Speakers: Mr. Roman (Rapporteur), Mr. Pastusiak (Obser-
verfrom Poland), Mr. Masseret (Chairman).
4. Western European Union (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Committee for Parliamentary and Public
Relations and vote on the draft ordea Doc. 1431).
Speakers: Mr. Masseret (Jor Sir Russell Johnston, Rappor-
teur), Mr. Sinka ( Observer from Latvia), Mr. Tusek (ODser-
ver from Austria), Mr. Paasio (Observerfrom Finland).
5. WEU's relations with Russia (Presentation of the report
of the Political Committee, Doc. 1440).
Speaker: Mr. Baumel (Rapporteur).
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The sitting is open.
1. Attendance register
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The names of the substitutes
aftending this sitting which have been notified to the
President will be published with the list of represen-
tatives appended to the minutes of proceedings'.
2. Adoption of the minutes
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
In aocordance with Rule 23
of the Rules of Procedure, the minutes of procee-
dings of the previous sitting have been distributed.
Are there any comments?...
The minutes are agreed to.
3. The WEU Institute for Security Studies
(Presentation of and debale on the report of the
Commiltee for Parliamentary and Publit Rehtians
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1430)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee for Parliamentary and Public Rela-
6. Address by Mr. Kozyrev, Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Russia.
Replies by Mr Koryrev to questions put by: Mr. Atkinson,
Mr. Jeszenszky (Obsener from Hungary), Mr. de Lip-
kowski, Mr. Rodrigues, Sir Keith Speed, Mrs. Geldei-
blom-Lankhout, Mr. Sole Tura, Mr. Pastusiak (Obsener
from Poland), Mr. Antretter, Mr. Baumel, Mr. de Puig,
Mr. De Decker.
7. WEU's relations with Russia (Debate on the report of the
Political Committee and votes on the drafi recommenda-
tion and draft order,Doc.1440).
Speakers: Mr. Rodrigues, Mr. Buteiko (Observer from
Ukraine), Mr. B0hm, Mr. Averchev (Obsener from Rus-
sia), Mrs. Fischet Mr. Sinka (Observerfrom latvia),Mt.
Sole Tura, Mr. Baumel (Rapporteur), Mr. de Puig (Chair-
man).
8. Close of the session.
tions on the WEU Institute for Security Studies
and vote on the draft recommendation, Docu-
ment 1430.
I call Mr. Roman to present his report.
Mr. ROMAN (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
Ladies
and gentlemen, I am going to try to be brief and to
the point in the hope that, in the words of Baltasar
Gracian, a Spanish writer of the baroque period,
"good and short is twice as good".
I would like to begin by expressing two senti-
ments: the first is one of satisfaction, because the
report I am presenting has been approved unani-
mously by the committee and so I hope that it will
be similarly adopted here in the plenary meeting.
Secondly, I would like to say how much I appre-
ciate the help and co-operation of the staff of the
Institute and, of course, our secretary of the Com-
mittee for Parliamentary and Public Relations.
I believe that we are building a future here in
WEU; this is an interesting project for the future
at a time when 
- 
and these are the contradictions
and paradoxes of today's Europe 
- 
the present
fills us with sadness on many occasions and with
concern and a feeling of impotence on others.
However, one of the reasons we have to be hope-
ful is the speech Mr. Balladur made yesterday
afternoon, which opened up new avenues to us.
The sitting was opencd at 10 a.m. with Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly, in the Chair
l. Seepage5l.
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What are we dealing with this morning? This is
a recommendation to the Council to transform the
Institute for Security Studies into a security and
defence academy. I am not going to go into the
origins, the tasks, the structure and the activities
of the Institute for Security Studies because it is
something you already know and can find in the
report I am presenting. The lnstitute does very
important work with a lightweight structure and a
budget of a little over fifteen million French
francs which have enabled it to develop its activi
ties in a most satisfactory way. What work has the
Institute done to date? It has worked well and has
achieved the aims for which it was created. Five
years after starting work, the Institute has made a
considerable contribution to its intended purpose:
the emergence of a European awareness of securi-
ty and defence matters, and it has helped in pro-jecting WEU along new paths toward enlarge-
ment during that period; it has published some
excellent reports and held interesting seminars.
However, this new framework which we are all
building together in Europe calls for a new, more
ambitious instrument, one with a more distinctive
personality and greater resources, and such an ins-
trument is precisely what the report is concerned
with, namely the European security and defence
academy, an academy with a tripartite function:
research, education and training, and we believe
that this is the appropriate time and form. I say
appropriate time, because in the period between
1996 and 1998 we will need to adapt our struc-
tures to whatever changes may result from the
intergovernmental conferences looking into the
implementation of the Maastricht Treaty. At the
same time, we will be faced with the expiry of the
modified Brussels Treaty. As a result, we see the
time for change as being between 1996 and 1998,
which gives us sufficient time to establish the
European security and defence academy. As to the
form, well, I also think this is the moment. To
begin with we are asking for more fluidity in rela-
tions between the Assembly and the Institute. We
want more information, more co-operation and
more access for parliamentarians to unclassified
documents. Without the approval of the Council
on each occasion and greater goodwill on the part
of the Institute, the Assembly and its representa-
tives 
- 
and we are all elected representatives 
-
cannot benefit from something which is paid for
by the citizens of the member states.
Finally, the Assembly wants to be closely invol-
ved in the process of creating or converting the
Institute into an academy. In approving this
recommendation the Assembly is deciding to give
the Institute more influence, greater resources for
its work, co-operation and contacts with other
European institutes specialising in this area and,
in particular, with those countries into which Wes-
tern European Union is extending, most especi-
ally the countries of Central and Eastern Europe;
and with another area of interest for Western
European Union, the Meditenanean and near
East.
Transforming the Institute into an academy, and
this is something of which the Council ought to be
aware, will require more resources, greater finan-
cial means and also an intensification of relations
with the Assembly. I do not think it is necessary to
advance any more arguments than we have
already in support of closer relations and more
collaboration; after all, it is the member countries
which bear the costs of the Institute's activities.
The Assembly ought to be able to benefit from the
Institute in the same way as the Council. We think
this is a reasonable demand.
We receive the Chaillot Papers, which are
remarkable publications, and we are also invited
to many seminars organised by the Institute, but
what we would like is more collaboration, more
documents and more advice.
I am about to finish, Mr. President. I do not
think that either the Council or the Institute can
deny this spirit of greater transparency, openness
and collaboration; it is fair and balanced and I
think it meets with the wishes, or what will be the
wishes, of the entire Assembly to extend or
convert the Institute for security Studies into
something more, namely the European security
and defence academy, which is a project for the
future of the whole of Europe and which I think
deserves the unanimous support of the Assembly
of Western European Union.
Mr. President, we are moving forward one step
at a time, but that is how progress is made. And
today we are taking another important step with
this expansion of the ambitions of Western Euro-
pean Union.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Roman.
The debate has attracted only one speaker, Mr.
Pastusiak, an observer from Poland.
Mr. PASTUSIAK (Obsenter from Poland). -
Being both a parliamentarian and an academic, I
read Mr. Roman's report with great interest and
attention.
The WEU Institute for Security Studies is not
the only international security studies institute in
Europe. There are, for instance, the Institute for
Security Studies in London and the SIPRI Ins-
titute in Stockholm, among other institutes of
international membership.
The WEU Institute, however, is unique in its
task of developing and promoting the concept of a
European security identity. It occupies a visible
and important place on the map of European
research. Taking into consideration the Institute's
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modest budget, it was able to develop ambitious
publishing activities as well as organising semi-
nars and conferences on torpics vital to European
security issues.
I should like also to commend the leadership of
the lnstitute, particularly Mr. John Roper, Director
of the Institute, for developing active and creative
relationships with countries that are not members
of WEU, including the countries of East and Cen-
tral Europe.
As both a parliamentarian and a professor of
international relations,I should like to submit cer-
tain suggestions and criticisms, with the intention
of increasing the r6le and &re effectiveness of the
WEU Institute.
An organisation such as the Institute should be
engaged in theoretical research, developing the
concept of a European security identity and alter-
native models of European security systems; it
should also be engaged in applied research, wor-
king out suggestions for the decision-makers.
In that respect, I was amazed to read in Mr.
Roman's report that the Assembly is not entitled
to place research projects directly with the Insti-
tute. It can do it only through the Council, and it is
up to the Council to accept or reject proposals
from the Assembly. Unfortunately, there have
been many rejections. The Institute is located in
this building, just two floors above us, yet in order
to place a project in the lnstitute, the Assembly
has to go all the way to Brussels.
Many distinguished members of the Assembly
have prepared excellent reports and they will pre-
pare many more in future. I cannot imagine that
the rapporteurs of the Assembly should be denied
the right to profit from the work, the expertise and
the resources of the WEU Institute for Security
Studies in the preparation of their reports.
Finally, there is a proposal to transform the
WEU Institute into a European security and
defence academy. That is very ambitious, but it
will not be an easy undertaking. First, such a move
requires time and substantial additional resources.
Secondly, it should not be done at the expense of
conceptual creative research that the Institute is
now carrying out and, thirdly, the educational
tasks of the future academy should concentrate on
teaching not young students, but teachers and edu-
cators in security. It should also concentrate on tea-
ching medium-level decision-makers from many
European countries. The academy should train the
future promoters of our European security identity
in advanced security studies.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Pastusiak.
I call Mr. Masseret, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee for Parliamentary and Public Relations.
Mr. MASSERET (France) (Translation). 
- 
I
would like to thank Mr. Roman for his excellent
report and draw attention to the close co-operation
between our committee and Mr. Roper, Director
of the WEU Institute for Security Studies. Mr.
Pastusiak has just made some extremely pertinent
remarks, especially on the authorisation which
has to be obtained for the Assembly's orders.
In conclusion, I hope that Mr. Roman's excel-
lent report will be approved by our Assembly.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Masseret.
We shall now proceed to vote on the draft recom-
mendation contained in Document 1430, which
seems relatively uncontentious.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if five
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We shall have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft recommendation is agreed to'.
Congratulations, Mr. Roman.
4. Western European Unian
(Presentatian of and debate on the report of the
Commiltee for Parliamentary and Public Relations
and vote on the drafi order, Doc, 1431)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee for Parliamentary and Public Rela-
tions on Western European Union and vote on the
draft order, Document 1431.
I call Mr. Masseret, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee for Parliamentary and Public Relations to
present the report.
Mr. MASSERET (France) (Translation).- I am
presenting the report prepared by Sir Russell
Johnston, who has been detained by other com-
mitments elsewhere.
The committee felt it necessary to update the
brochure on WEU published in 1993, because of
recent developments in our organisation follo-
wing the Petersberg meeting, namely its enlarge-
ment to include not only member states of the
European Union and NAIO, but also Central
European countries. You will also recall that the
meetings of the Council in Rome in May 1993
and at Kirchberg in May 1994 sanctioned these
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changes. Sir Russell Johnston has worked well to
produce a document which is educational, rea-
dable and easy to understand, and which explains
how WEU came into existence, how it has deve-
loped and how both the WEU Council and the
Assembly function. It is a very interesting docu-
ment for anyone who does not have an in-depth
knowledge of the Assembly, the Council and
WEU itself, and it should be distributed and
publicised.
With the committee's agreement, Sir Russell
Johnston has drawn up a draft order requesting the
Committee for Parliamentary and Public Rela-
tions to ensure, first, that with the assistance of
national delegations the brochure is published in
the languages of the WEU member states and
secondly, that it is updated on a regular basis,
which includes taking account of any important
developments which might affect WEU itself bet-
ween the present time and its publication.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Masseret.
I call Mr. Sinka, the observer from Latvia.
Mr. SINKA (Observer from l-ania). - Thank
you for this opportunity to speak. I am a member
of the Latvian Delegation and, without wishing to
sound patronising, as Latvia is one of the voting
countries I always automatically feel that I speak
on behalf of my Estonian and Lithuanian brothers
and sisters. I hope that they do not object.
I am grateful to this august Assembly, parti-
cularly to you, Mr. President, for helping us to
achieve our associate partner status. It was a cul-
mination of the work of a very useful seminar
held in Warsaw early in February. On 6th May,
the Council of Ministers then approved that sta-
tus. Earlier proceedings of this Assembly have
given us anxious moments because we are not
clear in our minds as to exactly what our status
gives us. So many observers and possible associa-
te members are now present, and that factor alone
should give weight to our future. The point should
be clarified, and the sooner the better.
I have heard several people say that we must
allow time to pass before we become full mem-
bers of the European Union or WEU. The three
Baltic states and Poland have had to wait all these
long years 
- 
about fifty years 
- 
and now we must
wait a further period. It has turned out to be a very
long time and I fervently hope that the waiting
period will be reduced to the minimum.
One of the problems of our times seems to be
forgetfulness, either inadvertent or deliberate, of
history. For instance, President Iliescu referred to
the new republics of the Baltic states. Perhaps he
and others forget that in 1939-40, when we were
occupied by the Soviet Union, we were full mem-
bers of the League of Nations, and had been so for
quite a time. Europe was plunged into the second
world war by an unholy allihnce between two
member states that had been'expelled from the
League of Nations. So there you are. That was
Latvia's political contribution until 17th June
1940, internationally. There is still a beautiful
mural painting in Geneva, Switzerland, which tes-
tifies to the presence of the Latvian Delegation in
the League of Nations.
Economically, in 1939-40 we were successfully
competing for a British market, for instance, side
by side with Denmark, so we were already adding
our weight, albeit in a small way and as a small
country, to the development of international co-
operation as it was in the 1930s. We know the end
of that unfortunate story, but we are now trying to
recover our lost tracks. In a sense, we started to
walk and were then cruelly intemrpted.
We have already joined the combined efforts
with Estonia and Lithuania to build a peace-kee-
ping battalion. Britain, the Nordic Council coun-
tries and Germany are involved in creating that
peace-keeping battalion. We have also joined the
partnership for peace prograrnme and have signed
the agreement on it. We have joined the European
Union's free trade area from lst January next
year. Our difficulties are great but we want to be
again, as we have always been, a north-western
country.
I apologise for saying that those problems,
questions and concerns should become the
concerns of this august company. I hope that we
are not simply kept somewhere on the sidelines
but are considered full and responsible members
of this Assembly in the near future.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you Mr. Sinka. I
well remember the fascinating official visit that I
paid to your country, as well as to two other Bal-
tic states in the summer. Your representatives are
all welcome as observers here, with an eye to the
future.
The other speaker on my list is Mr. Tusek, the
observer from Austria.
Mr. TUSEK (Observer from Austia) (Transla-
tion). 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, I am very grateful
to the Rapporteur for drafting this excellent
report, which gives a new representative at this
Assembly an excellent insight into the nature and
organisation of WEU's activities.
Since the Rapporteur referred to enlargement,
allow me to set out in real terms Austria's basic
position as regards further participation in Wes-
tern European Union. Austria has already ratified
the ffeaty of accession to the European Union and
deposited it in Rome. We firmly expect to be a
member of the Ermpean Union as fiom lst Januay
1995, i.e, in a month's time. It is our aim to parti-
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cipate fully in Western Euopean Union as from
that date, i.e., early in 1995, initially 
- 
and I
emphasise initially 
- 
as an observer. It is not our
intention as an observer to sit in a corner or stand
aside and simply watch what our partners are
doing. Instead we want to participate actively and
consffuctively in its committee work and make a
positive contribution.
I know this is not just up to us. That is why I
hope that Western European Union will make it
possible for us to participate in this way on aprag-
matic basis.
We regard observer status as an interim solu-
tion, and we will use the time until the 1996 inter-
governmental conference to examine in what
form we can become more closely involved in
WEU. We are fully aware that the most natural
form of participation is full membership.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I have one late addition,
Mr. Paasio of Finland, who would like to make a
brief contribution.
Mr. PAASIO (Observer from Finland). - |
thought it proper to say a few words on behalf
of Finland. A small Finnish Delegation has been
attending these meetings for several years. Fin-
land, like Austria, has decided by referendum and
a decision of parliament to join the European
Union from the beginning of next year. We are
happy about that decision.
Parliament had also urged the government to
apply for observer status in WEU. I could repeat
the words of my Austrian colleague 
- 
from now
on Finland is to become an active observer in
'Western European Union. But our president,
government and parliament have emphasised that
Finland is not looking for any new security solu-
tions at this time in Finnish and European history.
We are not closing any doors.
We humbly say that we could not predict ten
years ago what was to happen in Europe. Equally,
we are unable to predict what is to happen in
Europe in the next ten years. That is why we say
that we will not close any doors and fully respect
the different approach taken by our close friends
from the Baltic states and Poland. I am sure that
we can continue to maintain excellent relations,
even in this august Assembly.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. We are deligh-
ted that the representatives of both Ausffia and
Finland ate here, taking an interest and an active
part in our. proceedings. Wc look forward to
seeing you increasingly and hearing your conffi-
butions in the future.
That is the end of the debate. Mr. Masseret has
said that he does not wish to reply, for which I am
grateful.
We shall now vote on the draft order contained
in Document 1431.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft order.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft order is agreed to unanimously |.
5. WEU's relations with Russia
(Presentation of the report of the Political
Commiltee, Doc. 1440)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the presentation of the report of the Political Com-
mittee on WEU's relations with Russia, Docu-
ment 1440.
I call Mr. Baumel, Rapporteur of the Political
Committee, to present his report.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, should we estab-
lish relations between WEU and Russia? That is
the question facing us today. And the reply to that
question is obviously yes. Why?
It is because, in the present circumstances,
WEU is the only western organisation which has
no institutionalised relations with Russia, whereas
the European Union has just signed a wide-ran-
ging co-operation agreement which provides,
inter alia, for political dialogue aimed, pursuant to
Article.6 of that agreement, !9 "brinq about anincreasing convergence of positions on internatio-
nal issues of mutual concern, thus increasing
security and stability".
Yes, WEU must establish relations with Russia,
because Russia is a member of the CSCE 
- 
as
much a member of it as the United States. Yes,
because NAIO, after creating what is known as
the NACC, proposed the partnership for peace,
which is open to the democracies of Cenfial and
Eastern Europe but also to Russia and the CIS
states. Yes, because we are involved in a great
competition on the basis of the stability pact to
improve the diplomatic position in Europe, with
the participation of Russia, in particular by estab-
lishing preventive diplomacy and good neigh-
bourly relations, and legislating on the question of
minorities.
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To say yes is not enough. We still need to deter-
mine the aim, nature and scale of WEU's potential
relations with Russia. They have to be decided on
the basis of the calling and terms of reference of
WEU, which is increasingly becoming the mili-
tary component of the European Union, and in
relation to its r6le as the European pillar of the
alliance, since our organisation is moving ever
closer towards a new European security system
that is different, totally different in kind from the
partnership for peace proposed by NATO.
Russia cannot remain indifferent to this very
different approach, nor is that the case. We need
only look at the marked differences between Mos-
cow's attitude to the proposals to join the partner-
ship for peace, which Russia finally agreed to
sign, not without major reservations and profound
internal opposition, and its sympathetic approach
to the proposals for dialogue and co-operation
with WEU. In the one case, perhaps wrongly, the
proposals were seen as some sort of device to
extend the security problems up to the borders of
Russia; in the other, conversely, the exffemely
useful aspects of our co-operation were taken into
account.
Bearing in mind these considerations, our
approach obviously excludes both Ukraine and
Belarus, but it includes the three Baltic states.
That is the major difference that must be borne in
mind.
In fact, we must not only define the good neigh-
bourly relations that should henceforth be establi-
shed between Russia and WEU in the new geo-
strategic architecture of Europe. In the present
international situation 
- 
which is worrying 
- 
we
must also redefine the r6le which both WEU and
Russia could play in the management of European
and international problems.
It was in that spirit that our Political Committee
recently visited Moscow to meet a number of
major Russian political figures. The impression
we gained was both curious and contradictory. It
showed that much remained to be done to increase
reciprocal knowledge and understanding. It is true
that after seventy years of ideological isolation
and intellectual battering, it is not surprising that
public opinion and the leadership in the former
Soviet Union have a rather limited and paradoxi-
cal view of the rest of the world. There still seems
to be a somewhat confused sense of distrust of the
western world, a kind of schizophrenic fear of
encirclement, of isolation, and a rather bizarre
impression that the whole world has joined forces
against Russia.
We are facing a situation which is slowly impro-
ving, but in which there are still a number of black
spots. True, the elections of 12th December 1993
and the adoption of a new democratic constitution
represent some steps forward, however inade-
quate, towards genuine democracy. True, this
constitution provides for a multi-party system, a
market economy and civil rights for all the citi-
zens of Russia.
But we still have to ask several questions. First,
who really governs this colossus whose reach
extends from Belarus to Vladivostok and from the
North Pole to the subtropical regions? Who
governs it? President Yeltsin, his government, the
Duma, the more or less unseen pressure groups,
certain more or less nationalist or conservative
groups, the large industrial militarist apparatus
that still survives in this fragmented and disinte-
grating society? Who governs it? Probably all of
them, to a greater or lesser degree.
In effect, the western observers who study Rus-
sia are under a kind of optical and geographical
misapprehension. I have noticed over the past fif-
teen years that most of the observers who speak of
Russia, the former USSR, confine themselves to a
glance at westernised Russia, what some people
in fact refer to as the more or less civilised Russia,
totally forgetting the Russia beneath the surface,
and even more so the far distant Russia. It is no
good judging from the picture suggested by large
towns like Moscow and St. Petersburg; beyond
them, hundreds of kilometres away, the situation
remains the same and has hardly changed for four
or five years; beyond them lie the immense hori-
zons of Siberia, where strong centrifugal forces
come into play as far as the Pacific Ocean and the
city of Vladivostok, where the Asian influence is
much stronger than the western Russian one.
In that fragmented society, we have to know
who plays what r6le. Let me just dwell on one
point, so as not to prolong my statement unduly.
Within that society, what part is or will be played
by the former Soviet army, now the Russian
army? The situation is complex.
On the one hand, we have to understand the
humiliation and discontent of the officers and sol-
diers who once belonged to one of the two inter-
national giants, who were in a particularly favou-
red situation in a large part of Europe, and who
regarded themselves as the great victors of the
second world war. Today, they are returning home
to live in poor housing or even in tents in some
regions. That is certainly a cause for frustration
and discontent that must not be disregarded.
On the other hand, there is the problem of the
delicate political balance, together with the fragile
balance of power between the ex-communist
conservative influence, the ever decreasing num-
ber of liberals and democrats and above all the
representatives of a very disappointed and disillu-
sioned public opinion, which considers that the
experiment has largely gone wrong already. I need
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hardly mention the mafia racketeers as they are
called, who indisputably ptay their part in every-
day life and in Russian society.
We also need to look at the economic situation.
We should not be surprised at the major imba-
lances and the economic disarray. A dirigiste
society, a state-run society has to be transformed
into a market economy by leading civil servants,
engineers, economic decision-makers who have
no idea what a western economy is, who really are
like Martians who have come down to earth, who
need to be mentally re-educated if they are to
tackle the new problems, which become all the
more acute as the hardships reveal difficulties and
at times lead to failures, as we have seen.
This surrealistic picture is complicated by a pro-
blem we must certainly bear in mind: the insolent
display of wealth by certain parvenus in the midst
of the acute poverty of many sections of the popu-
lation.
To conclude this all too brief sketch, I am not
forgetting the moral and mystical approach that
lives on in Russia. For many Russians today, as in
the past, Moscow is still the third Rome, after
Rome and Byzantium. A certain secular messia-
nic fervour continues to go hand in hand with a
defensive attitude towards the comrpting West, in
order to save the true Russian soul. This is promo-
ting a revival of pan-Slavism and the great tradi-
tion of the past, so well represented by that cour-
ageous great writer, Solzhenitsyn. These are
deep-seated trends within society, and we must
take them into account when we come to pass
judgment on Russia.
Lastly there is the everlasting problem facing
Russia, which is that, not being a genuine state, not
being a nation, and because it is a real melting pot
of a hundred different nationalities and thirty sepa-
rate languages, the move from the age of the Mon-
gols to the imperial age was very diffrcult. Today
Russia must stop being an imperial state and beco-
me a mediating state. But this is a difficult fans-
formation, which will require a political, econo-
mic, sfrategic and above all mental readjustment.
So we must view the question of relations with
Russia clearly and with understanding. We see it
far too much from our western angle. But we
must not forget that Russia is at the centre of a
Euro-Asiatic system. In addition to its European
concerns, it is naturally also concerned with pro-
tecting its interests and security in relation to Asia,
from the Chinese giant which is becoming more
and more of a rival, to Japan which is claiming the
Kuril islands, to the soft centre of Russia, the Mus-
lim republics of Central Asia, and the Ttrrkish-
speaking world which is re-constituting itself and
has already become one of the main centres of
influence, more or less in liaison with Turkey.
That is why we must examine our relations with
this great power in an extremely realistic spirit.
And we must certainly not forget that in the
space of four years Russia has retreated by 500
kilometres and that after two centuries it has retur-
ned to the frontiers of Ivan the Terrible. Just ima-
gine what it would mean to any of your countries
to move your frontiers back several hundred kilo-
metres from where they were only a few years
ago. That largely explains the disarray, the anxiety
and the forces of reaction apparent in Russian
society.
Furthermore, instead of this imperial state, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the CIS, sup-
ported by only eleven of the fifteen republics of
the former USSR, is now establishing itself, not
without difficulty, pursuant to the Minsk Charter
which provides for equality, collective security
and economic co-operation. But some CIS coun-
tries cannot help suspecting the main successor
state, Russia, of trying by this means to restore its
special relationship with them and even recover
its sovereignty.
Of course we must look at Russian foreign policy
in the light of its major, long-term interests.
First, it has long-term interests in relation to the
Caucasus, as a result of the many wars that have
been waged over a period of a century. The Cau-
casian wars, with which no one in the West is very
familiar, were among the important events of Rus-
sian history for a whole century.
'Of course we must also take account of its rela-
tions with Asia, its relations with Turkey, its rela-
tions with the United States, which the Russians
find deeply attractive but at the same time deeply
disturbing. There is a strange love-hate relation-
ship between America and Russia. It is against
that background that we Europeans must now
define our diplomatic relations with Russia.
These diplomatic relations with Russia must be
inspired by a very simple rule. Of course Russia
has its place in Europe. [t must have its whole
place, but nothing but its place. There can be no
question of giving it any kind of control, still
less any right of veto over part of this liberated
Europe, unless we want a second Yalta, which I
do not think anyone wants.
So we need to make a kind of deal with Russia
to enable it to recover the influence it must have in
Europe by natural means, but without exercising
any form of sovereignty or dominance that does
not, nowadays, comply with respect for interna-
tional law.
We are no longer in the era of Brezhnev's shared
sovereignty, in Prague. We are certainly not in the
era when the Soviet army was laying down the
law in Warsaw, Budapest and Berlin. We are look-
ing towards a new Europe in which Russia must
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participate, provided it respects the rules and pays
its dues, the conditions for joining any club.
It is in that spirit that we must view this useful
co-operation between Western European Union
and Russia, taking account of a number of prob-
lems.
First, we believe that as regards security, WEU
has a specific rOle to play alongside NATO, and
alongside the CSCE, where it is clear that Russia
is seeking to play a dominant r6le. For it is also
clear that Russia has two major assets within the
CSCE: the right of veto 
- 
a veto that led to the
demise of the Polish diet 
- 
and the skilful use it
can make among the forty-odd member countries
of a few convenient customers, enabling it to play
a r6le that goes beyond its true interests.
We are not the CSCE. We should not be the
CSCE. And in no circumstances can the CSCE be
responsible for European security policy as Rus-
sia would wish. Conversely, we must take account
both of Russia's permanent interests and of its
legitimate concerns.
We must realise that the dignity of this great
people must be respected, and not even contem-
plate the idea of driving them out of Europe. The
worst mistake we could make for future genera-
tions would be to drive Russia back towards Asia,
just as it would be a great mistake to give it back
the r6le it has lost. Between these two extremes,
we must try to establish a climate of understan-
ding, confidence and genuine partnership.
Since I do not want to delay the debate, let me
point out that the report we a.re presenting to you
includes a number of recommendations which I
regard as fundamental and which I propose to go
over with you now. They form the essence of our
draft recommendation.
We must offer Russia permanent co-operation
and go beyond co-operation to make genuine pro-
vision for a dialogue that will lead as soon as pos-
sible 
- 
I am weighing my words here 
- 
first to
informal and then to institutionalised co-opera-
tion. Then, by gradual steps, we will be able to
involve Russia in building a European security
system, without which there can be no real balance
in Europe.
One of the vital points is to help Russia to take
part in the great campaign against nuclear prolife-
ration and nuclear dissemination, which are two
different concepts. We must help Russia to des-
troy all possibility of using fissile material or cer-
tain vital components for the benefit of terrorist
movements or states, by dismantling its missiles,
to which its approach is still too timid. This is the
cause of enonnous anxiety, for although Russia is
seen to be in a sorry economic state, it does pos-
sess 20 000 nuclear warheadsliThat means it has
the most terrifying arsenal in the world, alongside
America. Under these conditions, it is clear that
we must try to offer Russia the necessary co-ope-
ration.
It is essential for the WEU Council to draw ins-
piration from the broad lines of this report, so that
it can propose this co-operation, this dialogue,
these exchanges, at Council level, and with the
necessary authority.
In that spirit, and above and beyond the institu-
tional provisions, we believe that meetings bet-
ween Russian and western leaders, between Rus-
sian members of parliament and parliamentarians
from WEU or the Council of Europe, are an
extremely important means of improving under-
standing between our two countries.
We became aware of that during our latest stay
in Moscow. The fact that we were able to talk to
members of the Duma, who had lived totally
imprisoned by a particular ideology over a period
of seventy years, opens up new horizons and
helps lessen the distrust, the prejudice, I would
even say the hostility. We show ourselves in our
true light and discover the true nature of the Rus-
sian people and its representatives behind the
stereotypes that are so often created for us.
We now have the honour to receive the foreign
minister of Russia. I would urge you to approve
the proposals contained in the draft recommenda-
tion that are aimed at creating the necessary rela-
tions of confidence, esteem and justice between
WEU and Russia, so that our organisation and
Russia can establish a dialogue based on trust,
with a view to stability, security and peace on our
continent.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you very much, Mr.
Baumel.
We now adjourn the debate following Mr. Bau-
mel's speech.
There is a fair list of speakers who will take the
floor after the address by Mr. Kozyrev, who will
be addressing us in just a moment. I remind
members that, because of the time we are glad to
devote to questions to our distinguished visitor,
they must limit their contributions to five minutes
in the debate that follows. It is my intention to
impose that limit fairly vigorously, otherwise our
agenda will go astray.
6. Address by Mn Ko4yrev,
Minhterfor Foreign Affairs of Russia
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next order of the day is
the address by Mr. Kozyrev, Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Russia. This is the first time that we
have been addressed by the Minister for Foreign
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Affairs of Russia and I extend to him a very warm
welcome on behalf of us all.
First and foremost, it illustrates clearly the evo-
lution of relations between the countries of Europe
over the past ten years. Our Assembly was the
first of the institutions referred to as western to
begin exchanges of delegations with the parlia-
ment 
- 
first of the Soviet Union and, subsequently,
of the Russian Federation 
- 
which we found
most encouraging and which developed as time
went by.
I should also like to add that we have always
been most grateful for the co-operation of the
Russian Embassy here in Paris in its endeavours
to promote good relations. I am delighted that my
friend the Russian Ambassador is present to assist
and support his Minister.
At the root of all our exchanges over the years
was the search for d6tente. That is no longer so
today, but we are looking for understanding and
co-operation which is necessary in the Europe of
the future. Indeed, it is extremely important that
we look after, foster and improve the relationship
with Russia as the months and years go by.
Although WEU is still based on an alliance
treaty which, at present, has been signed by ten
countries, it is now associated in various degrees
and ways with fourteen other European states and
later there will be seventeen. As a result, Russia is
now a neighbour of WEU 
- 
one in whose stability,
security and economic development we have a
direct interest, as well as providing guarantees of
the continuity of its foreign policy.
We are also aware that none of the questions
raised at present by peace-keeping and peace-
making in Europe can be settled without the
active participation of Russia. This was referred
to by my colleague, Mr. Baumel, in his interesting
speech a few moments ago.
Finally, at a time when former Yugoslavia is
torn by internal conflicts of which we have heard
so much during our debates this week, we appre-
ciate enormously Russia's present endeavours to
restore peace there. We all know that it is a hor-
rendously complicated matter, but all countries 
-
and men and women of goodwill 
- 
have to apply
themselves to it and, despite the criticisms of the
media, who always seem to know the right ans-
wers to everything, we need to make progress
with the best possible co-operation.
The fact that you have agreed to speak to our
Assembly and, one hopes, to deal with some of
the problems that face you and Russian foreign
policy and the organisation of European security
speaks volumes for the progress that has been
made in recent years. Although we have had
deputations and visits by individuals before, we
have not had a visit by a foreign minister. That
makes us even more delighted. I would be most
grateful if you would come to the podium to
address us.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. President, distingui-
shed deputies, thank you for your invitation to
address the Assembly of Western European
Union. I hope that it will not take much time for us
to find common language with each other because
I am also a rnember of parliament 
- 
Russian State
Duma. I am sure that my voters who live in our
northernmost Murmansk circumscription are inter-
ested in unity, stability and partnership in our
continent just as much as voters in southernmost
regions of Europe. There were no differences on
this issue between me and my twelve opponents
in the election campaign.
I am sure that Russians, as well as other Euro-
pean nations, will not follow ultranationalists who
call for a march to the South. Such adventurers
can be found in any society. Instead, the Russian
people will strengthen the emerging ffend towards
political and economic stabilisation on the basis
of a democratic constitution and on the basis of
partnership with the West, the East and the South.
Distinguished deputies, Russia believes that co-
operation with WEU holds good prospects for
strengthening European peace.
The interaction with Western European Union,
as well as the strengthening of the European link
of our co-operation with the West, is a policy for
rather than against. For the realisation of security
interests of Russia, other European states, all our
western partners, including the United States. But
the fact remains, we, the Europeans, should take
care of ourselves in the frst place.
We see the development of the dialogue bet-
ween Russia and WEU in a positive perspective.
But it should be oriented towards a more active
search for common approaches to key problems
of security in Europe and neighbouring regions.
I note with satisfaction that the Russian and
WEU approaches to the Bosnian crisis are very
close to each other. Here is the essence of the Rus-
sian approach: the problem must be solved by
political means; it is necessary to give a firm
rebuff to those violating United Nations Security
Council resolutions on the Bosnian settlement
regardless what party initiated these violations.
Any such measures should be applied strictly
within the framework of the Security Council
decisions and under its conffol; an adequate posi-
tive response by the United Nations Security
Council is required to every step of the parties
to the conflict facilitating the establishment of
peace. The Belgrade decision to close its border is
exactly such a step which should facilitate a grla-
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dual lifting of sanctions against the Federal Repu-
blic of Yugoslavia.
We believe that lifting the arms embargo would
cause the conflict to escalate further, pose grave
risks to the civilian population and to organisa-
tions in the field, leading to a situation in which
United Nations forces had to withdraw. I admit
that to present the Russian position, I have stolen
away the formula from the last declaration of
the WEU Council of Ministers. We, just as our
British and French partners, intend to withdraw
our peace-keeping contingents if the arms embargo
is lifted.
We appreciate the decision of the WEU member
states to fill a gap in the system of controlling the
enforcement of the embargo that has emerged as a
result of the recent United States decision.
Distinguished deputies, everyone who has visi-
ted Bosnia or any other country in conflict 
- 
from
Angola to Afghanistan 
- 
knows what a terrible
threat landmines pose to the civilian population. I
witnessed tragic consequences of their massive
use both in Tajikistan and Karabakh. In the United
Nations, Russia and the WEU countries have
repeatedly called for the limitation of internatio-
nal trade in this type of weapon. Therefore, I am
particularly pleased to read outright here the fol-
lowing decree by the President of Russia:
"On the moratorium on export by the Russian
F ede ration of anti-pe rs onne I mine s
Considering that the moratorium on export of
anti-personnel mines will permit to substan-
tially limit the proliferation of this type of wea-
pon of indiscriminate action, I hereby decide:
1. To declare, effective lst December 1994, a
three-year moratorium on export by the Russian
Federation of anti-personnel mines which are
not equipped with self-destructive mechanisms
and are not detectable by mine-detectors.
2. This decree takes effect 1st December 1994,
and is not retroactive.
President of the Russian Federation
B. YELTSIN"
I hope that all other countries producing these
weapons will follow Russia's suit.
In Central Europe, Russia and the WEU nations
have a common interest: consolidation of security
and stability.
The relations between Russia and Central Euro-
pean countries are now based on completely new
principles. There is no talk now about elder and
younger brothers, and there are no traces of the
Brezhnev doctrine. Russia condemned the inva-
sion of Hungary and Czechoslovakia by Soviet
troops. We have signed treaties with all states of
the region establishing relations based on equality
of rights, and on recognition of territorial integ-
rity of each other. We have completed the with-
drawal of a half a million strong force from East
Germany and Central Europe. This in itself is an
unprecedented security-building measure in this
region. The new Russian military doctrine sets the
strength of the armed forces within the limits of
reasonable defence suffrciency.
All this makes speculation about a Russian
threat to Cenral Europe totally irrelevant. We are
prepared, however, to take additional steps to
strengthen security in this region. Specifically,
Russia could provide, together with its western
partners, security guarantees for the Central Euro-
pean countries.
Local conflicts in the CIS territory pose a serious
threat to European security. Quite often Russia
alone has to carry the burden of peace-keeping in
the Commonwealth area. However, some self-
styled strategists who have never been, say, to
Karabakh or to Abkhazia go as far as asserting that
lack of stability is bener than the Russian presence!
There is no need to prove the immorality of
such assertions in the situation when conflicts in
the Caucasus have already killed tens of thou-
sands of persons! I prefer to dwell on the purely
strategic aspects of the problem. And here, I belie-
ve, Russia and the WEU nations may find com-
mon ground.
It is appropriate to draw the following analogy:
Russia understands your concerns about threats
growing just at the threshold of Western Europe.
They include the conflict in former Yugoslavia, as
well as the intensifying political onslaught by
extremism and fundamentalism from the South.
We consider it natural that members of the United
Nations and the CSCE use all available means to
oppose these threats.
We have another security problem in common:
the Middle East. It is very important to prevent the
peace area which is formed here from being
undermined by intolerance and terrorism. We are
prepared for close co-operation aimed at maintai-
ning stability in the Mediterranean.
But just in the same way, we are also concerned
by threats to the security of Russia. Conflicts
raging at the threshold of our home have already
forced about three million refugees to emigrate to
Russia. The export of crime to Russia is on the
rise. Almost one-thfud of all serious crimes in
Moscow are committed by those who have come
from the hot spots of the CIS.
Under these circumstances, we simply have no
choice but to pursue an active peace-making policy.
The main result of our efforts is the cessation
of hostilities and the beginning of negotiations
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in Trans-Dniestr, South Ossetia, Abkhazia and
Nagorno-Karabakh.
I want to emphasise that we act everywhere
with explicit consent or by request of legitimate
authorities and conflicting parties. Therefore, any
talk of a legitimacy deficit in Russian peace-
keeping efforts is groundless. We do not need
any mandates or permissions. However, we wel-
come, and moreover demand, assistance in peace-
keeping.
Unfortunately, no international organisation has
yet been able to provide us with assistance that
could be at least comparable to our own efforts.
All their contributions do not go beyond sending a
handful of observers. And all this happens when
Russia has sent into the zones of conflict within
the CIS peace-keeping forces numbering fifteen
thousand servicemen.
We are in favour of a solid participation of the
United Nations and the CSCE in peace-keeping
operations. Unfortunately, the CSCE has failed to
give a clear answer to our requests. This is not a
fault of the all-European process but rather its
drawback. The CSCE clearly lacks a solid legal
and organisational basis which could make it a
truly operational instrument of European peace-
keeping. I hope that the Budapest summit will sti-
mulate the evolution of the CSCE into a fully-
fledged all-European organisation.
In general, we propose to start constructing a new
model of pan-European security. Such a model
could give a new raison d'6tre to existing interna-
tional institutions. For instance, NAIO, which was
born in response to the division of Europe, could
promote partnership leading to European unity,
if only the alliance is notused to draw new dividing
lines. Europeans themselves, including WEU,
should take care of the unity of Europe.
What concrete steps could Russia and WEU
undertake to promote co-operation? Briefly spea-
king, by means of implementing proposals contai-
ned in the report, WEU's relations with Russia.
Many of these initiatives are useful and quite
timely.
On my part, I would like to propose the
following.
First, we could establish joint groups of experts
from Russia and WEU on all European security
problems mentioned in my address. The military
could also take part in the work of such groups,
frst of all dealing with peace-keeping.
I propose also to hold extensive consultations
on the architecture of European security. These
consultations seem appropriate in the light of the
forthcoming review of security and defence poli-
cies of the European Union to be held in 1996.
Second, we are ready for practical co-operation
with the WEU nations on the following issues:
holding of joint naval exercises of the fleets of the
WEU nations and Russia with the purpose of bet-
tering their interaction in peace-keeping opera-
tions; providing on a commercial basis the WEU
Satellite Centre with photo information from our
satellites; using on a commercial basis Russian
aircraft by the pool which was set up by the WEU
nations within the framework of the Open Skies
Treaty; developing the WEU idea on the Euro-
pean tactical anti-missile defence and, as a starter,
studying the possibilities of creating a Europe-
wide satellite surveillance system; establishing
direct contacts between the state company Ros-
vooruzhenie and the European Armaments Group
within WEU; developing scientific exchanges.
One should not forget that Russia has top rate,
and, in some areas, unique scientific, technologi-
cal and production potential which can be used
both for strengthening security and for conver-
slon.
Third, I propose to set up the Russia-WEU
Consultative Council. It could be charged with
co-ordinating bilateral co-operation in all the
spheres: political, parliamentary, military-techni-
cal and scientific.
I am sure that our practical co-operation will
help to strengthen European security on a comple-
tely new basis, on the basis of partnership bet-
ween democratic states of the East and the West.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you very much,
Minister, for your speech and for the interesting
announcements that you have made.
You kindly agreed to answer questions, so
without further ado I shall call the first one.
I call Mr. Atkinson.
Mr. AIKINSON (Unired Kingdom). 
- 
Thank
you, Mr President. I have two questions for Mr.
Kozyrev. First, how does he justify the policy of
the maintenance of spheres of influence at the
expense of the sovereignty of neighbouring inde-
pendent states by both his country and the United
States? Secondly, what does he expect might
happen when Russia's ultimatum to Chechnya
expires shortly?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia). 
- 
I do not think that either Russia or the
United States maintains or seeks to maintain
spheres of influence in the sense of domination or
neo-imperialism. Both countries exert much
influence on world affairs, particularly in areas
such as the Middle East, where we are both reco-
gnised as co-sponsors of the peace process. I
admit that there is some sphere of influence there,
but I believe that that benefits and shores up the
independence of those states.
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We also maintain special relations with some
regional organisations such as the Common-
wealth of Independent States, where, again, we
promote and respect the independence and sove-
reignty of the member countries. All this would
be unthinkable without Russian support. We also
promote co-operation and economic integration in
neighbouring states, to the benefit ofour country
and of theirs.
Chechnya is an internal region of Russia in
which gangs are carrying out their criminal activi-
ties. Order will be restored there in accordance
with the Russian constitution.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
The next speaker is Mr. Jeszenszky, an obser-
ver from Hungary.
Mr. JESZENSZKY ( Ob s e rv e r from Hungary ). -
Minister, I recognise you as an old friend of Hun-
gary, and I warmly welcome your remark, repea-
ted here today, to the effect that you and your
country regret the crimes of the past. As you well
know, there were more Russian victims of com-
munism than any other victims.
I believe that Hungarians, together with the
peoples of Eastern and Central Europe, are the
best friends of democracy in Russia. By our suc-
cess we can contribute to the success of demo-
cracy in your country. Crucial to that success, we
believe, is the need to join western institutions. I
know that you have similar plans in mind.
The report prepared by the Assembly on rela-
tions with Russia states, among other things, that
among Russians there is a'feu of isolation and
being sidelined by the European institutions, per-
sistent mistrust of NAIO and hostility to the
enlargement of NATO towards Cenral Europe".
Jointly, I think that we can do a great deal to dis-
pel all this mistrust.
How much can we do to dispel the decades of
brainwashing that led many Russians to believe
that NATO and its European member countries
are the enemies of Russia? Surely a joint effort is
needed to overcome that misunderstanding.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia). 
- 
Thank you; I am glad to have the
opportunity to meet old friends here. We have
shared a great many experiences in the democra-
tic process in our countries and in bringing toge-
ther our two countries after the cold war. I remem-
ber that we first met when I was in the Russian
opposition under Mr. Yeltsin in the Soviet Union.
We established a clear understanding of the fact
that democracy would be the basis of our new
good neighbourly relationship.
In this Assembly you probably meet parliamen-
tary colleagues from Russia who represent
various points of view, as is only natural in a
democratic state. Certainly, quite a few people in
Russia feel residual anxiety about relations with
the West and have difficulty coping with the new
situation. There is also a legacy of resentment on
the other side towards Russia 
- 
suspicions linger
in the West. That, too, is only natural.
How should we cope with all this? I believe that
we are already on the right track. We are in a sort
of partnership with NATO. Later today I plan to
meet our NAf,O colleagues in Brussels and with
them to initiate a programme of partnership and
co-operation, to be known as the Russia-NAfO
partnership prograrnme, within the framework of
the partnership for peace.
This programme will include dozens of co-ope-
rative projects. Today I presented the Assembly
with a number of ideas; we would welcome any
other ideas on pragmatic co-operation with WEU.
By means of such projects, people will come to
see the practical benefits of co-operation. I have
already mentioned the fact that marines in my
constituency are seeking experience of joint
maneuvres with NATO and other western forces.
That is a practical idea of the sort that can lead us
out of suspicion. As our military forces work
together more and more, we shall discover that we
arc not enemies and that we can co-operate daily
on a person-to-person basis. So my answer is to
continue with practical co-operation.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
I next call Mr. de Lipkowski.
Mr. de LIPKOWSKI (France) (Translation). 
-
Mr. Kozyrev, I was very pleased to hear you say
that it is your wish that the CSCE, the Conference
on Security and Co-operation in Europe, should
play a more effective rOle in the European secur-
ity architecture. Could you please tell us, briefly,
which reforms you will no doubt be recommen-
ding at the Budapest summit to make this organi-
sation more effective?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
Well, we proposed a
whole set of ideas to the general effect that the
CSCE, which is a conference, in other words
a forum on security and co-operation, should
become an organisation. We wouldbe in favourof
adopting a charter for the CSCE. Of course, the
CSCE's documents, particularly those signed at
the highest level, are politically binding on the
signatory states. I hope that very soon, in Buda-
pest, we will be able to sign understandings at the
level ofheads ofstate.
However, as you parliamentarians very well
know, parliaments always attach considerable
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importance to the documents submitted to them
for ratification, particularly when it is a matter of
deploying large military contingents. Apparently,
for example, discussions are going on on whether
there could be a CSCE operation in Nagorno-
Karabakh. We are in favour but I can already see
our government creating some difficulties about
authorising a despatch of troops not based on a
ratified document but on a declaration, important
though it may be, by the heads of state, and other
CSCE documents. I have given you what seems to
me the most relevant example, but one could
quote others.
The CSCE was set up in 1975 to bring East and
West together. Today, therefore, it needs to per-
form as an organisation with a strong legal and
physical foundation, enabling it to carry out
peace-keeping operations effectively, for example,
or protect human rights in a new situation.
An important point is that the principles of the
CSCE on human rights should have helped in the
past 
- 
my Hungarian counterpart will confirm
this 
- 
to safeguard democratic principles, and ulti
mately helped those fighting against the totalita-
rian r6gimes in the Soviet Union, Hungary or
elsewhere. It would be important today for these
principles, this authority of the CSCE, to be used
in the struggle against aggressive nationalism for
the protection of human rights and above all, the
rights of the ethnic minorities because that is
where the threat to Europe lies today. In short, we
see a whole series of very concrete tasks for the
CSCE and we would like them to be assigned to it
no later than the Budapest summit.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next speaker is Mr.
Rodrigues.
Mr. RODRIGUES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-
Mr. Kozyrev, you have once again very clearly
explained the fundamental principles of your
foreign policy. However, I would like to ask you
the following question: why is it that, at times,
there are conffadictions between Russia's pre-
vious stance on important issues 
- 
and I am thin-
king of the Gulf war in particular and of air strikes
in Bosnia 
- 
and its votes in the Security Council?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
Could you give a concrete
example?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. Rodrigues.
Mr. RODRIGUES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-
For example, before air srikes took place in Bos-
nia, Russia was hostile to this and then, in the
Security Council, contrary to the stance it had
taken, it voted in favour of air strikes. During the
Gulf war, Russia declared itself to be in favour of
lifting the arms embargo. Then, once a new exclu-
sion zone had been declared and there was a
concentration of troops on the borders of Kuwait
and lraq, Russia's vote in the Security Council
was not consistent with its declarations concer-
ning what ought not to be done in the Gulf region.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
I think the best thing
would be to try, in a few words, to sum up the pre-
sent situation. As regards Bosnia, we voted in
favour of a whole series of resolutions and so far
we have not used our right of veto once. So I can-
not quite see when we are supposed to have had
this "sharp confrontation" with the other members
of the Security Council. Nevertheless, we have
our viewpoint which is that air support should be
carried out strictly in the framework of United
Nations operations and its purpose has to be to
protect LINPROFOR, i.e. the United Nations
forces. It must not constitute participation in the
war in support of either of the warring panies. It
would then become a different operation and the
peace-keeping forces, which are simply not pre-
pared for war, would then become an easy prey.
If war breaks out, they have to be withdrawn
and we have to think of doing something else, as
in Vietnam or Afghanistan. Our experience of this
kind of thing is too painful. We would not take
part in such an operation. At the same time, our
representatives in the peace-keeping operation are
in Sarajevo and other highly vulnerable areas,
which is why it is extremely important for us that
everything that happens comply with UNPRO-
FOR's present mandate, including air strikes. We
are carefully watching events at the level of the
Security Council. All this refers to Bosnia.
As far as Iraq is concerned, we would say and
do the same. We consider that kaq has to meet the
Security Council's demands and we should use
the resources we have to force Baghdad into com-
pliance. A month ago I went to Baghdad and took
part in a sitting of parliament, in order to persuade
its members to recognise Kuwait in every respect,
including recognition of its international frontiers
which, as you know, was one of the Security
Council's main requirements. This is logical
because the reason why Iraq attacked Kuwait four
years ago is that Iraq considered it to be, not an
independent country, but the nineteenth province
of lraq. I think this is a significant advance and in
its resolution the Security Council considers it to
be a major step forward by Iraq in the direction of
peace and the application of the Security Coun-
cil's resolution. The further Iraq goes along this
road 
- 
the meeting of the Security Council's
requirements 
- 
the nearer it will come to resuming
its normal place in the international community. It
is, I think, the wish of all of us that the Iraqi
people be part of the community of peace-loving
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nations and that the Iraqi authorities should pur-
sue a policy of peace since this would bring about
the lifting of the sanctions currently imposed on
the country. So here, too, we say the same thing
and we act in the same way.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next speaker is Sir
Keith Speed.
Sir Keith SPEED (United Kingdom). 
- 
Minister,
as a former navy minister of my own country and
a former naval officer, I welcome your remarks
about joint naval exercises with WEU navies.
Would you consider taking that a stage further? If
those exercises are successful, as I am sure they
will be, will you consider from the Russian point
of view an exchange of personnel 
- 
officers and
petty officers 
- 
to serve for certain periods in
ships of WEU units, and similarly, WEU officers
and petty officers to do periods of service in Rus-
sian ships? That would be a very positive step for-
ward, and might even please your constituents.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
This is envisaged in our
plans. We have already spoken, incidentally, with
the Deputy Minister for Defence and accept your
proposal with pleasure. All that remains is to put
it into practice and for that we are ready.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next question is from
Mrs. Gelderblom-Lankhout.
Mrs. GELDERBLOM-LANKHOUT (Nether-
lands). 
- 
I am grateful to have the opportunity to
ask two questions. I was pleased to hear your clear
intention to help us in Europe. We are all extre-
mely concerned about maintaining peace and I am
sure that your people share that concern. We have
had an emergency debate on the situation in
Bihac. I fully understand that, if the arms embar-
go is to be lifted, we have to reconsider the blue
berets. What will Russia do if the arms embargo is
not lifted and the Serbs take over Bihac and conti-
nue to make safe havens totally meaningless
words? We are all ashamed and I am sure you join
us in that, but what will your country do? Can you
elaborate a little further?
My second question concerns the constant sffeam
of rumours that Russian soldiers 
- 
not officially,
but because they have no jobs 
- 
are joining the
Serbian forces. In my country if someone does
that he loses his citizenship. Cin you explain how
Russia is treating this problem?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia). 
- 
Bihac is another tragic example of the
Bosnian tragedy. The Bosnian Serbs rejected the
map and plan produced by the contact group. We
have to cope with that fundamental difficulty, so
the position of the Belgrade Serbs is crucially
important. We succeeded in persuading them to
challenge their brethren in Bosnia-Herzegovina
and close the border. To my mind that is the main
factor which, hopefully, sooner rather than later,
will press the Bosnian Serbs to recognise the
peace plan. In the meantime, in August and this
month, the contact group called for the mainte-
nance of the cease-fre agreement between the
parties in Bosnia-Herzegovina. That is no substi-
tute for a final solution for the acceptance of the
map and plan, but we are trying to press the Bos-
nian Serbs into agreement. It is important to main-
tain the cease-fire.
What happened in Bihac has, unfortunately,
happened in other areas when the Muslims or the
Bosnian Government, in desperation or because
they had received some promises, continued
offensives which failed because they miscalcula-
ted the military situation. The Serbs, of course,
took the opportunity to begin counter-offensives
and exceeded the boundaries. We then have such
tragedies one after the other.
I shall not go into specific details which are
being discussed in various fora and in the Security
Council, but the contact group which meets
tomorrow should insist, as should the security
guards, upon the cessation of hostilities and the
strengthening of the safe areas monitored by the
United Nations.
I was in Belgrade and I know that President
Milosevic of Serbia supports the idea. As both
sides now speak favourably of it, it is important
that we seize the opportunity and establish a
cease-fire while we start workiirg out a final solu-
tion.
Mercenaries are a universal problem; unfortu-
nately there are many, not only in former Yugo-
slavia but in other parts of the world. There are
mercenaries all over the conflicting zones of the
former Soviet Union. It is forbidden by Russian
law and there is a penalty, but we all know that it
is extremely difficult to prove who is a mercenary
when there is fighting in one country or another,
so we are wrestling with this international pro-
blem that deserves more attention and co-opera-
tion and should probably be one of the topics on
our mutual agenda.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you. The next ques-
tion comes from Mr. Sole Tura.
Mr. SOLE TLIRA (Spain). 
- 
In your interesting
speech, you mentioned the Mediterranean zone as
one of your concerns, but will you develop the
point a little more? How do you view your speci-
fic r6le as a country, especially the organisation of
global peace and security in the Mediterranean
zone?
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The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor Foreign Affairs of
Russia). 
- 
The Mediterranean has been on the
Furopean agenda for a long time, along with the
CSCE effort. There is a new challenge in the
Mediterranean, brought about by Muslim funda-
mentalism in Algeria and elsewhere, which threa-
tens the stability of the entire area. There is also
the Middle East, with its problems of terrorism on
the rise and threatening the peace process, so there
is a multi-dimensional problem of Mediterranean
security and stability. We are co-operating with
the United Nations in the Security Council and
within the political G-8 and other fora. The pro-
blem deserves more attention and could be one of
the topics for discussion between us. I understand
that next year there will be an international confe-
rence on the Mediterranean in which we a.re eager
to take part.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The next question is from
Mr. Pastusiak from Poland.
Mr. PASTUSIAK (Observer from Poland). -
Poland is an associate rnember of the European
Union and, along with other countries, is aspiring
to full membership of WEU. Tkrking into account
the number of practical considerations in co-ope-
ration between Russia and WEU, will you elabo-
rate on the Russian position on the enlargement of
WEU, especially with reference to the admission
of Central Eastern European states into WEU?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor Foreign Affairs of
Russia). 
- 
First of all, it is up to Poland and the
organisations to which it applies for membership
to decide, but, of course, we all live in the same
Europe and we are all in the same boat. Unfortu-
nately we do not see only the beautiful girls all
around; there are many difficulties and new chal-
lenges 
- 
such as those to which we have just refer-
red 
- 
as well as all the ghosts of suspicion and
ambiguity. That is why we are voicing our opinion
so loudly. We have an excellent opportunity to do
so, provided by the partnership arrangement with
NATO and the associate membership of Poland
and our countries.
- 
The type of new relationship that we are looking
for with WEU opens up new vistas for practical
co-operation. Even today, we have mentioned
many things that remain to be done. We are only
at the beginning of that practical co-operation.
So my answer is, let us do at least something
and see out the present period. Many aspects will
then become much clearer to our military and
civilian authorities and our people. They will have
got to know each other much better and we shall
have found out whether we should join, how we
should transform the organisations themselves,
and how to evaluate our societies, military doc-
trines and other matters. The natural answer that
comes to mind is that we should co-operate and
have a real partnership with real substhnce for a
meaningful period, after which we shall be in a
much better position to decide whether to join and
how to proceed in organisational matters.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Kozyrev.
The next speaker is Mr. Antretter.
Mr. ANTRETTER (Germany) (Translation). 
-Mr. Kozyrev, next year we will be reviewing the
non-proliferation treaty. We note with great
concern the erosion of the non-proliferation
r6gime and hope that all the responsible states will
draw the necessary conclusions from the signs
that certain states in crisis areas are building up a
nuclear weapons potential capable of military use.
I would be interested to know Russia's attitude to
the forthcoming review of the non-proliferation
treaty. I would also be grateful if you would
inform us what steps the Russian Government is
taking to ensure at national level that no third
countries obtain access to nuclear information or
nuclear material.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
_ 
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
More than anything else,
we are in favour of ensuring that the revision of
the non-proliferation treaty relates to only one
aspect: how quickly it can be applied. We want
lhere t9 be no delay. We do not want the treaty to
be revised. in any other way and_ we will oppose
any revision or weakening of the treaty by
every possible means. Non-proliferation requires
constant attention and firmness. We hope that
Ukraine and the other former Soviet repubfics that
are independent today and have nuclear arms on
their territory that have to be destroyed under the
SALT I and SALT II treaties, will soon subscribe
to the NPT as non-nuclear states in clear and com-
mitted fashion.
As to our own domestic affairs, we have a
pretty strict set of rules. I believe the question of
access to the Russian Federation's arsenals, which
is completely out of the question, does not even
arise. As regards exports of nuclear materials, the
rules are very strict.
Recently, as you know, certain information was
nevertheless going the rounds on traffic in mate-
rials of this kind, but they did not come from Rus-
sia; certainly, there is no convincing proof that
this traffic originated in Russia. Some of these
materials were found in Germany, which is why
we pursue the most active and concrete co-opera-
tion at the level of the relevant technical bodies
and qpecial services, including those in Germany,
the United States and practically every other
country interested, in order to find a way of coun-
tering this extremely dangerous phenomenon 
-
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the illegal movement of or traffrc in certain
nuclear materials.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I still have four questioners
on my list and have had a number of indications
from others in the hall that they wish to ask ques-
tions. I am sure that you will agree that it would
trespass unfairly on the Minister's time to go on
and on, so I intend to resffict the list to the four
final questioners, with apologies to those who
have been unable to get in.
The next questioner is Mr. Baumel.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). - In my
capacity as Rapporteur of the draft under discus-
sion which will, I think, be approved by a major-
ity of our Assembly, if not unanimously, I have
three questions to put to Mr. Kozyrev.
First, in the context of dismantling weapons of
mass destruction, what plans do you have for the
progressive removal of your vast stockpiles of
chemical weapons and weapons of mass destruc-
tion?
Second, yesterday in this forum the French
Prime Ministet Mr. Balladur, mentioned a secur-
ity and stability pact adopted by the European
Union. What is the position of the Russian
Government with regard to this stability plan and
to specialist round tables on the Baltic states in
particular?
Third, the Assembly would be interested to hear
your explanation of the present and future situa-
tion in that part of Europe known as Kaliningrad.
What are Russia's intentions there?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
With regard to chemical
weapons, you know that we signed the relevant
convention and we respect the obligations it
imposes. Nevertheless, the volume of chemical
materials accumulated by the Soviet Union and
destined for destruction is unfornrnately too big.
The population is very concerned at the prospect
of possible environmental pollution when the
work is being done. In short, we are faced with a
number of financial, technical and social pro-
blems and it should be noted that we are solving
them in co-operation with some of our foreign
partners. I am convinced that this complex ques-
tion could become a channel for co-operation bet-
ween WEU and Russia.
As regards the security pact 
- 
Prime Minister
Balladur's initiative 
- 
we talked about this pro-
blem on my very recent official visit to Paris. I
think the initiative is useful and we welcomed it
from the very beginning. It could lead to the hol-
ding of a highly important colloquium next spring
and become a significant feature of the process of
pan-European construction and the CSCE. As to
round tables on the Baltic states, we were interes-
ted from the start in the fact that the Balladur plan
assigns special attention to tlre problem I have
referred to of the ethnic minorities. This problem
is extremely acute in some Baltic republics, Esto-
nia and Latvia, where a number of pieces of legis-
lation and, more still, administrative procedures
could indeed be regarded as discriminatory or at
least having the effect of harming the rights of the
non-indigenous population 
- 
not only the ethnic
Russians, but also the Belarussians, Finns, Jews
and so on. This is why it would be very useful for
the stability pact and the Baltic round tables to
result in these problems being examined. We
agree with Mr. Balladur that Russia should take a
very active part in this.
Lastly, as regards Kaliningrad, this is, as you
know, Russian territory and I do not think the pro-
blem calls for special discussion here.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. de Puig.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. he-
sident, Minister, I believe this positive and
constructive contribution in relation to the politi-
cal and geostrategic matters we are discussing
will dispel some of the doubts we had concerning
Russia's position. I am grateful to the Minister;
this is an important moment in the deliberations of
our Assembly.
We have had meetings with Russian delegations
and had detected certain usurpations on the part of
Russia on some matters: they were talking about
strengthening the CSCE as opposed to NAIO.
Today, however, we have heard a much more
constructive, positive and open approach to the
NATO process. So my question is this.
Are we to understand, as I believe I understood,
that Russia no longer has any reservations regar-
ding NAIO's enlargement to include the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe?
Are we to understand that Russia has accepted
that NATO will continue to be the only military
alliance, and that if it is not to be seen either in
Russia or anywhere else as an enemy, the best
solution is to join the organisation?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
I do not know what could
have made anyone think that we were proposing
to transform the CSCE into an authoritative orga-
nisation 
- 
there was never any idea of hierarchy in
our proposals. We made the point that the CSCE
should play acentral r6le in the European process
because it is the most polyvalent organisation
and the only one to which all countries already
belong. It is the organisation with the broadest
mandate.
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Actually, NATO, for example, was set up in
opposition to the Warsaw Pact, to contain com-
munism, etc. At the mornent, communism is no
more and, in its papers, NATO consistently states
it needs to find new tasks, to change, etc. All this
appears in NATO's own documents. It is not our
personal viewpoint.
The CSCE, for its part, is based upon a set
of principles and decisions which, without any
change, are still very relevant today, e.g. demo-
cracy, human rights, the rights of ethnic minori-
ties, etc. This is why the CSCE would today
appear to be the best prepared and most polyva-
lent organisation, well-suited to provide a kind of
basis for the unification of Europe and to become
the nerve centre of that process.
Even so, that does not mean to say it has to have
hierarchical power over the other organisations or
that it has to constitute an alternative to those
organisations. On the contrary, all the other orga-
nisations 
- 
NAIO, WEU and the CIS 
- 
have first
to act in conformity with the principles of the
CSCE 
- 
there can be no doubt about that 
- 
and
second, they have to find their place in the new
Europe and make their contribution to solving its
problems. Personally, I have never said anything
else which is why I do not know where the opi-
nion could have come from.
Next, let us take the question of the enlargement
of NATO. Of course, we do not look at NAIO as
even a potential enemy. That is what we have said
and what President Yeltsin and the Russian autho-
rities said when we were still part of t\e Soviet
Union and we have confirmed it on many occa-
sions since. The problem is that NATO is a mixed
military and political union to which Russia does
not belong. It is not designed to be against Russia
but without Russia. If it begins to extend to the
west without us, numbers of the public, unfamiliar
with NATO, could get a certain feeling of isola-
tion. Lastly, one could wonder why an organisation
set up to fight communism is extending towards
the East and coming nearer to our frontiers.
I emphasise to you that this is indeed a military-
cum-political organisation 
- 
not cultural or econo-
mic but military and political 
- 
stretching out
towards our frontiers at a time when communism
has gone. It could well serve our communists'
ends and this is one of the reasons why I, perso-
nally, am against it, not as a minister but as a
member of parliament. I present my apologies
because there may be communists here, but our
breed of communists and nationalists are some-
what different from those of Western Europe. So
we have what in my mind are fairly reasonable
concerns which could be allayed by dialogue and
partnership.
We are, today, discussing plans for co-operation
with WEU. Let us start this co-operation going,
even to a limited extent, and organise some maneu-
vres. The men in our navies will get to know each
other better and understand that they are in no
way enemies but allies. Even so, Rome was not
built in a day and I see no reason for any haste in
taking such decisions. We are against rushing
things, it never gives good results.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call Mr. De Decker.
Mr. De DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). 
- 
At
the beginning of this year, the WEU Assembly
gave me the task of drawing up a report on the
future of nuclear arms. In preparing this report,
adopted by the Assembly in the June part-session, I
visited Moscow, Washington, Paris and London. At
that time, I was sftuck by the different approaches
to this matter in Washington and Moscow.
While the Americans seem nowadays to be
completely prepared to accept the logic of mass-
ive nuclear disarmament, going far beyond the
START agreements, which would leave the Uni-
ted States with no more than several hundred
nuclear warheads 
- 
and I had this impression in
both the Democrat and Republican camps, at
various levels of the American administration and
at the Centre for American Studies 
- 
at the same
time I felt that in Moscow there was considerable
reluctance to agree to accept this logic of nuclear
de-escalation. I even detected certain reservations
on the part of the Duma with regard to ratifying
the START agreements.
Mr. Kozyrev, what are Russia's objectives with
regard to the reduction of nuclear weapons, which
is the only way to genuine peaceful coexistence
throughout our continent?
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I call the Minister.
Mr. KOZYREY (Ministerfor ForeignAffairs of
Russia) (Translation). 
- 
Perhaps we have different
sources of information and different partners. You
perhaps deal with American congressmen. I deal
with the American administration and, without
wanting to put a spanner in the works, let me
quote an example people know about. When we
were concluding the SALI II agreements, we
proposed ceilings for nuclear warheads of under
2 000 and even 1 800-1 700 units for both sides.
The United States first put forward a figure of
47oo,but we finally agreed, with much difficulty,
on a ceiling of 3 500. For all that, we have not
withdrawn our proposal to reduce warheads to
2 000. It is still on the negotiating table. Not being
able to achieve any other result, we simply agreed
to set the ceiling at 3 000-3 500. We declared uni-
laterally, however, that we would not necessarily
opt for this ceiling. In the treaty 
- 
and this is the
difference between SALT II and SALT I 
- 
we
stated that this would only be a possible ceiling. It
is not compulsory for either party to have exactly
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3 500 warheads. The two sides can have as many
as they want. This being so, we do not yet know
how many warheads we will finally have.
Therefore, if your inquiries and contacts show
that Washington is now ready to go much furthet
this is very good news because President Yeltsin
made a proposal on these lines last September
before the General Assembly. Unfortunately,
although the United States' reply for the moment is
still constructive, I cannot say that it is really posi-
tive. In what you have said, therefore, you have
given me information that really gives me hope.
Incidentally, there is unquestionably opposition
in our Duma 
- 
noisy opposition 
- 
as regards not
only SALT II and SAUI [, but also co-operation
with the West in general. All of you know this all
too well. Has Mr. Zhirinovsky for example, come
to see you? His visit would have caused you
exquisite pleasure because he is a case on his own
and I must say that much of what he says always
suggests the existence of a medical rather than a
political problem. I say the same thing at home, so
do not think I would say anything different if he
were here.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Our last questioner has
kindly withdrawn his question because it has
already been answered 
- 
it was not about Zriri-
novsky. As one who had a face-to-face confronta-
tion with him in Strasbourg, I wholeheartedly
second what our distinguished guest has just said
about him.
I would be failing in my duty if I did not, on
behalf of the Assembly, thank you very much for
your great contribution to our proceedings this
morning. The relaxed and intuitive way in which
you answered questions impressed us all.
We have had many visiting ministers in our time,
some of them skilled in not answering questions
and dodging the issues; but you have been frank
with us and given us a most interesting speech. Sit-
ting here, I have been thinking just how unbelie-
vable it would have been even seven or eight years
ago that such a session would be held here. We
have indeed made tremendous advances. With
men like you, I am sure that the future of Europe
will be a good one. Thank you so much for coming.
(Mr van der Linden, Vce-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair)
7. WEU's relations with Russia
(Debale on the report of the Political
Committee and votes on the draft recomtnendation and
draft order, Doc. 1440)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The last order of the day is
the debate on the report of the Political Commit-
tee on WEU's relations with Russia and votes on
the draft rqcommendation and draft order, Docu-
ment 1440.
The debate is open.
I call Mr. Rodrigues.
Mr. RODRIGUES (Portugal) (Translation). 
-
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, once again
Mr. Baumel has taken on a difficult task, in which
his wide knowledge and understanding of the
great problems afflicting our continent are evident
from beginning to end. I congratulate him. The
particular merit of his report lies, perhaps, in his
assessment of the current situation and the pro-
blems that exist in Russia. While presenting a
general diagnosis of the present position, Mr.
Baumel has also taken advantage of the commit-
tee's October visit to Moscow to gather a wealth
of information on the Russia of today.
Let me say that I intend to abstain from broa-
ching here a fundamental quesion on which I am
not at all in agreement with Mr. Baumel: the r6le of
WEU which is inseparable from the ambiguity of
its relations with NATO. However,I disagree stron-
gly enough to justify my abstention from voting.
I will restrict myself to drawing your attention
to one or two fundamental questions. The frst
concerns the nature of power in Russia. In order to
understand events in that great counfiry and to see
where it is going, we need to ask who governs
Russia today, and what is the r6le of the army? Mr.
Baumel posed these two questions with sensitivity.
Ladies and gentlemen, the real power in Russia
is held by groups who work behind the scenes. By
their very nature and aims these groups, which
have close links with mafia-like elements, operate
through the finance ministries and privatisations.
On 3rd October, Black Tuesday, the rouble sud-
denly and inexplicably lost a third of its value
against the dollar. This made fornrnes for some
and revealed the fragility of the government and
the strength of the invisible power of groups
whose business is done in the shadows.
Mr. Baumel also speculates about the r6le of the
army. When our committee visited Moscow we
met several military personnel, most of whom
were parliamentarians. I recall that they were all
very reticent about the r6le of the armed forces.
Perhaps it was through a sense of loyalty and
pride that none of them made the slightest men-
tion of the existence of the special troop units
which had replaced the traditional army in mafters
of security and repression in the region around the
capital. This praetorian guard of 52 000 men, fre-
quently written about in the Russian press, has
become the best-equipped, most highly-trained
and most highly-paid 6lite military force in the
country. Its officers' living conditions are much
better than average. According to the daily, Neza-
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vissimaia Gazeta, a non-commissioned officer
earns as much as, if not more than, a colonel in
the regular army. The government is apparently
planning to establish similar 6lite forces in the
St. Petersburg and Ekaterinburg areas.
Ladies and gentlemen, I am reminding you of
these facts to emphasise that, in a country with an
authoritarian r6gime where the government is
weak and the economy dominated by the activi-
ties of a number of mafia-like groups, the existen-
ce of an invisible praetorian guard is a factor to be
taken into consideration in any assessment of pos-
sible political developments in the country.
Mr. Baumel has presented us with four possible
scenanos.
According to my information, it is unlikely that
President Yeltsin will remain in power or that
Prime Minister Chernomyrdin will be put into the
Kremlin, given the increasing isolation of the
government. Of 450 deputies in the Duma, only
52 voted against a motion condemning its poli-
cies. Even people like Mr. Gaidar and Mr. Fyodo-
rov who have long supported Mr. Yeltsin's poli-
cies are now attacking him in the press. The
fragmented opposition lacks organisation and has
no chance of attaining power. It seems more pro-
bable that the r6gime's presidential candidate will
be appointed by the powerful economic lobbies
which hold the real power. However, a general
deterioration in the situation before the elections
cannot be discounted. This is a country where the
minimum wage has increased by 32 000 roubles,
or $11 a month, where the average wage is less
than 120 000 roubles, which is less than $40 a
month and industrial production has fallen by
267o thts year. In Moscow, 60Vo of consumer
goods are now of foreign origin. The drift into
chaos is therefore obvious to the visitor.
Mr. Baumel has drawn our attention to the threat
to the unity of the federation and to the action of
centrifugal forces in a number of regions. This
is a timely warning, for the danger is very real;
the situation in the north Caucasus is becoming
explosive.
There is, in addition, the illegal entry of over a
million Chinese into southern Siberia and the
eastern maritime provinces, creating a very com-
plex situation, in particular where the border is
contested by China.
Ladies and gentlemen, I am drawing attention
to these situations because they demonstrate the
limits of a dialogue on European security with
a pennanently unstable central power which is
increasingly contested by fte Russian people.
The reaction of the commander of the 14th Rus-
sian army stationed in Trans-Dniestr to the agree-
ment signed with Moldova, foreseeing the return
of this army to Russia within three years, is cha-
racteristic of the dangerous contradictions which
bring the branches of power into conflict. General
Lebed immediately declared the agreement to be
inapplicable and absurd, adding that his troops
would remain in southern Moldova. I quote this
incident because General Lebed is now the most
popular officer in the Russian army, according to
a recent survey. Some of his colleagues would like
to see him come forward as the presidential candi-
date at the next elections.
Ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Baumel was right
to emphasise the positive aspects of contacts
between our Assembly and Russian parliamenta-
rians. However, we must never forget that the cen-
tral power in Russia is no longer a credible partner
in discussions of international affairs. It is main-
tained in office by the force of inertia. The real
power is in the hands of the invisible groups.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you.
The next speaker is Mr. Buteiko, an observer
from Ukraine.
Mr. BUTEIKO (Observerfrom Ukraine). 
-T\e
time allocated to speakers is rather limited, so
I shall confine myself only to some comments on
the report.
The report, Document 1440, submitted by Mr.
Baumel, is a good example of how WEU makes
serious efforts better to understand what is going
on in the counffies which appeared after the col-
lapse of the former Soviet Union. An attempt to
formulate some guidelines for the development of
relations with such new states on an individual
basis should be welcomed. One may express the
hope that such an approach will be extended to
other newly independent states, such as Ukraine.
The report contains a thorough and penetrating
analysis and is definitely a success for the Rap-
porteur: I congratulate Mr. Baumel. While prai
sing the report highly, I would also express the
wish that some minor but important corrections
should be made to the text of the draft recommen-
dation. Since the document is to be issued by
members of parliaments, it would be wise to use
precise language.
Paragraph (i) of the preamble describes the Rus-
sian Federation as "the main successor to the
Soviet lJnion". In my opinion, the words "the
main successor" should be replaced with the
words "one of the successors", and I appeal to the
Assembly for its support for this suggestion.
The description of Russia as the main successor
would contradict the Vienna Convention of 1978
on the succession of states in respect of treaties,
and the Vienna Convention of 1983 on the succes-
sion of states in respect of state property, state
debts and archives.
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Those two conventions, the major international
documents in this field, contain basic customary
rules which should be applied in respect of the
succession of states. They do not envisage the
existence of main or secondary successors. All
successor states are equal in legal terms.
Guided by these rules, the newly independent
states which appeared as successor states after the
collapse of the former Soviet Union empowered
Russia to play the r6le of the permanent member
of the United Nations Security Council only by
their joint decision at the summit in Alma-Aty in
r99r.
The principle of equality of all successors to the
former Soviet Union was also embodied in nume-
rous other agreements adopted within the CIS,
including the agreement on the division of the
property of the former Soviet Union, signed in
Moscow on 6th July 1992. Under that agreement,
signed by the President of Russia and other heads
of state, all the property overseas of the former
Soviet Union, including infrastructure of mer-
chant marine and civil aviation, buildings of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, gold and diamond
reserves, and space facilities, should be divided
into shares.
Ukraine's share is 16.7%o. Since, according to
some sources, the market value of foreign pro-
perty of the former USSR is estimated at more
than $300 billion, the Ukrainian share would be
about $50 billion. Similarly, our share of the gold
would be not less than 45 tonnes; for diamonds,
Russia has not presented any figures.
Up to now, that huge amount of property, which
far exceeds the Ukrainian debt for oil and gas, has
been unilaterally taken and used by Russia. That
issue is to be solved by negotiations, which I hope
will be successful. But in case the negotiations
fail, under the agreement that I have cited the mat-
ter can go to international arbitration.
If that were to happen, establishing the defini-
tion of main successor in the WEU recommenda-
tion would give Russian lawyers additional argu-
ments in support of their case. That would be
unacceptable and unfair. Similar considerations
could apply also in respect of the Black Sea fleet.
The concept of the main successor might also
put Russia in an awkward position. Such wording
in the WEU recommendation could be used by
certain political forces to mean that Russia, as a
main successor, should be responsible and liable
for Stalinist purges; for the Chernobyl catas-
trophe; and for organising artificial starvation in
Ukraine, which led to the deaths of more than
eight million people. I am informed that Russia
does not want to take such burdens.
Since the recommendation deals only with Rus-
sia, it is doubtful whether it would be appropriate
to cite the CIS in this context. In this connection,
paragraph 33 of the report rightly says that the
CIS "is not a state; nor does it include supranatio-
nal elements." It would therefore be more precise,
in my opinion, to refer in paragraphs (rvf) and(ruii) in the preamble to the draft recommendation
not to "territory of the CIS" but to "territories of
the countries participating in the CIS".
I appeal for the Assembly's support for this
proposal to insert the suggested changes in the
text of the preamble. I submitted amendments
along these lines in writing yesterday, and they are
available in the secretariat.
The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
- 
I call Mr.
Bdhm.
Mr. BOHM (Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr. Pre-
sident,ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Baumel's report
is an impressive document and in particular, I think,
a successful assessment of the situation in the Rus-
sian Federation and the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States. As was only to be expected, the
report reflects the great uncertainty we all feel when
we look at the situation in the former Soviet Union.
The conclusion I draw from Mr. Baumel's
report is as follows. The future of the territory of
the former Soviet Union will be decided in Russia
itself. As constituted at present, Europe can have
very little influence on it. If we cannot manage to
bring peace to the war-torn territory of former
Yugoslavia, in the middle of Europe, it is even
less likely that Europe is currently in a position to
influence events in Russia.
The form of Russia's participation in Europe or
co-operation with Europe will be determined by
the road it chooses to follow Will Russia become
a democratic nation-state which, like France, the
United Kingdom, Spain, Italy and Germany, is
- 
to a greater or lesser extent 
- 
in favour of Euro-
pean integration on principle, or will Russia make
its own imperial claims in future, revealing aspi-
rations to hegemony in the uea of the former
Soviet Union? Will Russia aim at a close rappro-
chement with Europe, including forms of integra-
tion, or will we have to adjust to a collaboration in
which peace and co-operation are regarded as
more or less distant goals?
The foreign minister of the Russian Federation
spoke today of distrust, and there are indeed many
grounds for distrust vis-i-vis trends in the Russian
Federation and in the area of the former Soviet
Union.
It has been obvious since 1993 that pronounced
moves towards hegemony, the doctrine of near
abroad and Moscow's special interests in the area
of the former Soviet Union have become a major
component of Russian policy.
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In paragraph 41, Mr. Baumel refers to state-
ments by the head of foreign intelligence, Yevgeni
Primakov. I would like to quote a further state-
ment by Primakov. He said that the reintegration
of the former Soviet republics was not a distant
objective but an indisputable fact. Many Russian
documents already describe the external borders
of the Commonwealth of Independent States as
external Russian borders. Mr. Baumel points that
out too.
I was most impressed by what Mr. Buteiko from
Ukraine said just now. I can only underline his
fears, and I share his view that Russia's attitude
towards Ukraine and towards Belarus will become
a test case as to whether Russia wants to become
part of the community of democratic states in
Europe or not.
I do not want there to be any misunderstanding
about whether this Russian attitude reflects a
peaceful or hostile attitude towards that commu-
nity. On the contrary! But we will have to seek
other forms of peaceful coexistence, depending
on which way Russia decides. It is obvious that
Russia will have to decide whether it wants to
integrate and use its cultural, intellectual and later
on no doubt its economic strength in Europe, or
whether it wants to use it to make imperial claims,
and intends to reconstruct an imperial power on
the territory of the former Soviet Union. I am
firmly convinced it cannot do both.
Ladies and gentlemen, let me conclude by poin-
ting out and emphasising once again that Russia
will determine its own rmd. It would be a good
idea if in so doing it took a critical look at its com-
munist and colonial past. The countries that meet
together in Western European Union have learned
their lesson from the terrible mistakes of Euro-
pean history: they shape their future together and
have jointly repelled the attacks of totalitarian
communism. In Western European Union it has
been possible to turn the defeated enemy and
aggressor into a fellow supporter of the cofilmon
defence. This is a magnificent example, and one
that should have a strong influence today on Rus-
sia's decisions for the future.
In that spirit, I would find it extremely welcome
if co-operation could be established between the
Russian Federation and Western European Union.
(Sir Dudley Smith, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chair)
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Bdhm.
This is your farewell to our Assembly. You have
been here for a number of years and we wish you
well in your future activities.
now come to Mr. Averchev, the observer
Russia. As his interpreter has gone to the
press conference with the minister and cannot be
in two places at once, Mr. Averchev has agreed to
speak to us in English. Having heard him before,I do not think that this will cause too much
difficulty.
Mr. AVERCLfrY (Observer from Russia). -
First, I congratulate Mr. Baumel on his balanced
and penetrating report. It was an especially diffi-
cult and challenging task as Russia is in the pro-
cess of fundamental and indeed, revolutionary
change. It is a country in the process of searching
for a new self-identity.
In Russia we now hear many voices after seventy
years of silence. Of course, it is easy to distort a
picture and to paint it in very bright colours. It is
quite understandable, therefore, that I stress that
the report is quite balanced.
We often hear that Russia may return to the
imperial road of development. I should stress that,
perhaps for the first time in many centuries, Rus-
sia 
- 
as a people and as a nation 
- 
has a chance to
develop and define its own future, not as an impe-
rial nation, but as a democratic European nation.
From that perspective, may I remind yol S3Vo
of people within Russia's present borders are now
Russians. We are now relieved from the burden of
the empire and see opportunities to return Russia
to a normal European democratic state.
Mr. Baumel said that Russia is not only Euro-
pean but Asian. That is true. But although it is
Asian in terms of its geopolitical position, cultu-
rally it is a European nation. Whether the Russian
people live in the European part of the country or
the Siberian forests, they are still European people.
From that perspective, we have a good chance of
reuniting our nation around our national interests
and actively to build our relationship with all
European organisations. That process is currently
going on and I am happy to participate in making
the fust steps towards building a relationship
between the Russian Parliament and WEU.
Recently, Russia signed an agreement with the
European Union. It is time to harmonise and cor-
relate our steps in developing our relationship
with WEU and the European Union, because I
understand that, in 1996, WEU will be integrated
with that European organisation. So our parlia-
ment is already actively involved in a relationship
with the European Parliament and now with the
parliamentary Assembly of WEU. The more we
discuss our common problems of security, the less
we shall be in danger of getting distorted the per-
ception of what is going on in my country.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Averchev.
I now call Mrs. Fischer.
Mrs. FISCHER(Germany) (Translation). 
- 
Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Baumel's
We
from
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report shows great expertise and gives an excel-
lent analysis of the current situation, for which we
should be very grateful.
The collapse of the Soviet empire has radically
changed the geostrategic situation and calls for
far-reaching adjustments both in the Atlantic
Alliance and on the part of the European institu-
tions, including the security policy and the mili-
tary dimension of WEU. The confrontation bet-
ween the two power blocs has given way to forms
of instability which are difficult to predict and for
which there are no simple solutions.
That is why I shall be glad if WEU can find
ways of establishing a dialogue with the two
chambers of the Russian Parliament, the parlia-
mentary assembly of the CIS and the parliaments
of Belarus and Ukraine.
We know that a country's respect for human
rights, separation of powers and constitutionality
are the cornerstones of every democracy. One of
the main objectives of the future policy of the
European Union and hence of WEU as well must
be to encourage, accompany and support the
newly emerged states on the road to democracy.
NATO took the first steps with its partnership for
peace offer.
But that is no more than first aid. Further, vigo-
rous efforts are needed to break down distrust in
the changing political landscape on the European
continent. At the summit meeting of the Confe-
rence on Security and Co-operation in Europe, the
CSCE, in Budapest, that organisation will have
to be sffengthened and converted into a specia-
lised instrument for conflict-settlement and
peace-keeping. Here WEU can make a substantial
contribution.
There are, however, many reasons why Euro-
pean security policy cannot abandon its ties with
America. Quite apart from that, the European
Union's corlmon foreign and security policy,
CFSP, could call for support for the democratisa-
tion and economic liberalisation of Russia and
Eastern Europe. The Council of Ministers of
WEU would also be an obvious choice, should the
EU still be unable to reach agreement.
We need resolute and rapid action. [f the West
fails to help build up democracy and a social mar-
ket economy in Russia and the new democracies,
we could see the rebirth of a dictatorial r6gime and
the chance of creating confidence and security in
Europe would be lost for the time being. Then the
West would have to admit that, even if it had won
the cold war, it had wasted the chance of helping to
shape the vital basis of security in Europe.
There are unmistakable signs that following the
collapse of the Soviet empire, Russia is re-thin-
king and re-organising its sphete of influence. To
enter into a dialogue with Russia and its western
neighbours and seek co-operation with them at
this stage would, in my view, make a major conffi-
bution to the establishment of a lasting peace in
Europe. And that is our common task.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you very much,
Mrs. Fischer.
I now call Mr. Sinka, the observer from Latvia.
Mr. SINKA (Observer from Lania). - I wish
that the statements by Mr. BOhm, Mr. Rodrigues,
our Ukrainian friend and our Russian colleague
could have been heard by more people than are
now present. I am not reflecting on the quality of
those present.
We heard what Mr. Baumel said about instabil-
ity in Russia at the present time, with people not
quite knowing who is in charge, who is saying
what, and what is really happening. We have also
just heard a very honest statement by our Russian
colleague. Indeed, it coincides with what Alexan-
der Solzhenitsyn said, that the Russian people are
still looking for their lost soul. We all hope that
they will recover it pretty soon.
We also heard an otherwise acceptable state-
ment by Mr. Kozyrev, in which he repudiated the
Brezhnev doctrine and referred to some nasty
things that happened during the Stalin era. How-
ever, he referred in a reply to some human rights
violations in the Baltic states, which I emphati-
cally reject. We had an excellent minority rights
law before the war which even gave our ethnic
minorities the right to be represented in our par-
liament. That is a unique law. We also have the
usual laws on human rights, so I do not think that
it was a fair remark.
The repudiation of the Brezhnev doctrine did
not, unfortunately, go as far as repudiation of what
happened in June 1940, when the three Baltic
states which, as I said earlier, were members of
the League of Nations, were occupied and
annexed. Unfortunately, that fact has not been
repudiated by Moscow and we are still waiting for
that. Nor has Moscow repudiated the fact that,
under Stalin in 1944, the USSR annexed what was
in our case a large part of Latvia's territory 
- 
2 W0
square kilometres.
Annexation of Estonian territory also followed
under Stalin. The actions were illegal and were
apparently repudiated by Russia, but Russia says
nothing at present. We are still waiting.
As for military co-operation, we have been left
with the unfortunate legacy of what amounts to a
military base 
- 
the early warning station at Skrun-
da. Latvia has something to offer WEU in terms
of space research and early warning systems. But
that piece of land 
- 
with 2 000 potential person-
nel 
- 
does not form part ofour sovereignty. That
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is to be rejected. If Russia sincerely wants to co-
operate, it should not have an early warning sta-
tion aimed against the organisation that we want
to join.
There are many loose ends left unresolved. I
sincerely hope that Russia will find its true demo-
cratic place in this world at the end of the twen-
tieth century and that imperialism, whatever its
shape and appearance, will become an anachro-
msm.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. Sinka.
I call Mr. Sole Tura.
Mr. SOLE TURA (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
I
would like to start by congratulating the Political
Committee and Mr. Baumel in particular, on the
report we are discussing, which is of a very high
standard.
The problem under discussion is almost the
same as one we have already discussed in the
Council of Europe, which relates to the precise
limits of Europe. Clearly, the discussion in the
Council of Europe was not the same as today's,
because we are not talking about exactly the same
dimensions. There we were discussing European
space in relation to human rights; here we are dis-
cussing problems associated with military and
strategic space. However, perhaps the option we
took with this report is the only one possible,
which is to admit that a defined space exists 
- 
a
defined military and strategic space 
- 
which is the
Commonwealth of Independent States 
- 
and
within that, to contemplate special co-operation
with Russia and also, on some matters, with
Ukraine and Belarus.
I say that this is the only possible way of
approaching the problem today, but it does not
have to be the definitive solution and I do not
think that is how we see it; that would mean
accepting that the CIS space is autonomous and
consequently accepting that within that space
Russian military forces, for instance, could inter-
vene exclusively, so that we would cease to be
concerned with the solution of any problems
there, such as the one in Nagorno-Karabakh
which was referred to earlier.
So it is a temporary solution, which leaves
serious problems unresolved, not only the pos-
sible autonomy of WEU as the military arm 
- 
so
to speak 
- 
of the European Union, but also whe-
ther or not we ought to allow a defensive and
political space differing from that of the rest of
Europe to become established in Russia.
In my view this is the big question, which we
cannot resolve at the moment, but will have to
resolve in the future. The report takes an impor-
tant step forward, in trying to establish effective
collaboration with that space. However, at some
time in the future, and I do not think it will be very
long, we will have to confront the other problem,
which is to identify the true dimensions of the
defensive military space of Europe as a whole.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
The debate is closed.
I call Mr. Baumel, Rapporteur of the Political
Committee, to reply.
Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). 
- 
May I
begin by thanking the speakers in the debate, each
of whom has made a very useful contribution.
Unfortunately, in view of the late hour I cannot
reply to them on individual points.
I note the high quality of the discussion which
opened this morning in the presence of the Rus-
sian Minister for Foreign Affairs.
I shall, however, comment generally in reply to
those who spoke.
To the Russian observer, Mr. Averchev,I would
say that of course Russian culture is more Euro-
pean than Asian. Fortunately so! But Russia's
geopolitical and geographical situation is such
that it has to cope at one and the same time with its
European front, its problems to the south and
those to the east. We are very much aware of the
Russian Government's difficulties in solving
these problems.
May I particularly thank Mrs. Fischer. Her
speech was very useful, since she went into some
very interesting political issues.
I apologise to Mr. Buteiko, who has been trying
since yesterday to get some amendments made to
the text. Unfortunately, our Rules of Procedure do
not allow us to adopt his proposals. Let him rest
assured that this is not a matter of a systematic or
political refusal; we have made no assessment of
the substance of the changes he wanted to see.
The only obstacle is the procedural problem.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
I am obliged to Mr. Bau-
mel for that explanation as I think that our Ukrai
nian colleague did not understand that we were
not discriminating against him 
- 
we have the
same rule for everyone with observer status.
I call Mr. de Puig, the Chairman of the Politi-
cal Committee.
Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). 
- 
The
Assembly as a whole should be very grateful to
Mr. Baumel for the work he has done on this
impressive report. It is not only the work of a
great parliamentarian and eminent politician, but
above all, that of an outstanding expert on Russia.
He succeeded in convincing us in the committee
by his great erudition, and his speech in the
Assembly was masterly. Merely reading his report
convinces one ofthe quality ofhis analyses ofthe
problems of Russia. Above all, he concentrates on
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the problems of today and Russia today, not those
of yesterday.
I therefore thank you very much indeed, Mr.
Baumel, for your work, which has produced a
magnificent report and the two very interesting
drafts before us. Our debates and the report show
the importance of Russia and the fact that in a
geostrategic context, one cannot overlook its r6le
in matters of security and defence. Similarly, we
have reached the conclusion that WEU is pre-
pared to take account of Russia's r6le in the
framework of European security.
I am very pleased to note that the speech and
replies by Mr. Kozyrev fully coincide with the
proposals, draft recommendation and draft order
submitted by Mr. Baumel. Better still, this debate
broadens the practical possibilities for co-opera-
tion and dialogue between our organisation and
Russia. I welcome this and I am sure that this
morning will take its place as a major political
event in the history of our Assembly.
I therefore ask all our colleagues here present 
-
the quantity may not be there but the quality is 
-
to vote enthusiastically in favour of the two drafts.
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Thank you, Mr. de Puig. I
echo your words 
- 
I ttrink that we have had a most
successful day.
We shall now vote on the draft recommendation
contained in Document 14.y'r0.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if
five or more representatives or substitutes present
in the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote
by roll-call on a draft recommendation.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft recommendation is agreed to'.
We shall now vote on the draft order contained
in Document 140.
Under Rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, if ten
or more representatives or substitutes present in
the chamber so desire, the Assembly shall vote by
roll-call on a draft order.
Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...
That is not the case.
We will have a vote by show of hands.
(A vote was then taken by show of hnnds)
The draft order is agreed to2.
I congratulate the Rapporteur and the commit-
tee on their success.
8. Close of the session
The PRESIDENT. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, we
have now reached the end ofthe second part ofthe
fortieth ordinary session of the Assembly. I thank
you all for your attendance and for the general
goodwill exhibited throughout the week. The pro-
ceedings have been highly successful and we have
had one of our more upbeat sessions. We can take
a good deal of comfort from it.
I declare the second part of the fortieth ordinary
session closed.
(The sitting was closed at 1.10 p.m.)
See page 55.
See page 57.
l.
2.
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